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 The study was designed (1) to describe college seniors demographically, (2) to assess 
college seniors perceived level of career-decision making self-efficacy (CDMSE), (3) to examine 
the relationship between the participant’s CDMSE scores, as measured by the subscales of the 
Career Decision Self-Efficacy Scale – Short Form© (CDSE-SF), and selected demographic 
characteristics, and; (4) to determine if a model existed to explain a significant portion of 
variance in CDMSE based on the selected demographic characteristics. 
The sample consisted of 382 college seniors attending a four-year public university 
completing the application for graduation process in the 2002 fall semester.  Along with the 
CDSE-SF, each student also responded to demographic items. 
In order to determine if relationships existed, results were analyzed by the use of an 
independent samples t-test, Pearson Product Moment correlation coefficient, or the one-way 
analysis of variance procedure where appropriate as deemed by the nature of the independent 
variable.  The overall results revealed significant findings among students’ reported level of 
CDMSE by gender, number of times student changed major, and college major choice. 
Multiple regression analysis was performed on each of the dependent variables (subscales 
of the CDSE-SF) and all of the independent variables (the selected demographic characteristics).  
The independent variables ethnicity, marital status and college major choice were transformed 
into new variables due to the lack of response in many of the respective categories under each 
variable.  Multicollinearity was detected and assessed.  One of the transformed college major 
choice variables had to be removed from the analysis.  The stepwise entry method was used.  All 
regression analyses produced significant equations.  However, the amounts of variance explained 
were considered minimal.  It is noteworthy to report that the variable whether or not the student 
 xii  
  
was enrolled in the College of Education was found to be a predictor of CDMSE on all 
subscales. 
Based on the findings of this study further research is needed to determine which aspects 
of demographics influence CDMSE.  Additional study is also suggested to further define 
prediction values of demographic characteristics on the confidence level in making career-related 
decisions of college seniors as measured by the CDSE-SF. 
 
 




Rationale of the Study 
Existence in today’s world of work is very unlikely to follow the traditional linear model 
of career development – education-employment-retirement (Brown, 2000; Kerka, 1991).   Leach 
and Chakiris (1988) indicated that approximately less than one-third of all careers account for 
this model.  Career changes are  common trend contemporary society and have gained social 
acceptance (Brown, 2000).  
It is becoming increasingly apparent in the literature that no longer is the straight-line 
approach the preferred choice of today’s workers.  With this trend facing today’s college student 
and others who will be soon entering the workforce, there is one question: What will equip these 
individuals to deal with this new phenomenon in employment?  Many practitioners and theorists 
approach this new framework with the social cognitive perspective of self-efficacy and its spin-
off, which is applied to the world of career decision-making and career decision-making self-
efficacy (CDMSE)(Bandura, 1977, 1986; Hackett & Betz, 1987; Lent, Brown & Hackett, 1995, 
1996). 
Bandura (1977, 1986) proposed a model of social learning theory where self-efficacy is 
defined as the cognitive structure of cumulative learning experiences that leads to the belief or 
expectation that one can successfully complete a task or activity (Sullivan & Mahalik, 2000).  
How then, is self-efficacy evidenced in society’s everyday lives?  Simply put, when a person 
fears and tends to avoid threatening situations he or she believes his or her coping skills have 
been exceeded (Bandura, 1977). Rather than being in an unsafe position people will generally 
choose to get involved in activities and behave confidently when they judge themselves 
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competent of managing situations that would otherwise be intimidating (Bandura, 1977).  
Bandura (1977) described dimensions and major sources of information that drive the 
expectations of personal efficacy. 
The evolution of the theory of self-efficacy has been given extensive attention in related 
literature (Betz & Hackett, 1987).  Empirical research has measured the perceived self-efficacy 
and performance in a myriad of behavioral domains ranging from snake phobias (Bandura & 
Adams, 1977; Bandura et al., 1977) to mathematics abilities (Pajares & Miller, 1995) to 
computer usage (Decker, 1998) to tennis performance (Barling & Able, 1983).    
The literature also indicates one other domain that is quite prevalent: the process of career 
decision-making.  Lent and Hackett (1987) found that career-related self-efficacy aids in 
clarifying how mediating cognitive processes created by early learning experiences tempers later 
vocational choices and behaviors. 
With regard to the theory of self-efficacy and the process of career decision-making, this 
study will evaluate the influences of background variables on the level of CDMSE of college 
seniors.  The review of related literature (Bergeron & Romano, 1994; Betz & Hackett, 1981; 
Brake, 2001; Hackett & Betz, 1981, 1989; Lent, Brown & Larkin, 1984, 1986; Luzzo, 1993, 
1996; Peterson, 1993; Stickell & Bonnett, 1991; Sullivan & Mahalik, 2000) indicated that the 
following background variables provided influence on the one’s level of CDMSE: gender, age, 
marital status, ethnicity, number of children, cumulative college grade point average, college 
major choice and participation in career related activities.  
Statement of the Problem 
 Transitions in life are not always easy.  The change in one’s life to the world of work 
from the college environment can be a tumultuous time.  No longer is the focus on the next exam 
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or class project or next semester’s classes.  The focus in the work world shifts to: successful 
interviews, persistence towards a career goal, making the right career decision, avoiding second-
guessing one’s decisions and meeting project deadlines in the workplace. In order to gain a better 
understanding, of which type of college student will succeed in his or her career endeavor, this 
study will explore the influence of designated background variables on an individual’s level of 
CDMSE of college seniors. 
To accomplish the overall purpose, this study has been designed with these objectives: 
Objective 1. To describe college seniors participating in this study at one public funded four-
year university on the following demographic variables: 
a. Gender, 
b. Age, 
c. Marital status, 
d. Ethnicity,  
e. Number of children, 
f. Cumulative college grade point average, 
g. College major choice, 
h. Number of times senior has changed academic major, and 
i. Participation in career related activities. 
Objective 2. To determine the career decision-making self-efficacy as measured by the scales of 
the Career Decision Self-Efficacy Scale – Short Form© (CDSE-SF)(Betz & Taylor, 2001) of 
college seniors enrolled in a public funded four-year university located in the southern portion of 
the United States. 
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Objective 3. To determine if a relationship exists between the career decision making self-
efficacy as measured by the scales of the Career Decision Self-Efficacy Scale – Short Form© 
(CDSE-SF)(Betz & Taylor, 2001) and selected demographic characteristics among college 
seniors enrolled in a public funded four-year university located in the southern portion of the 
United States. The selected demographic characteristics include: 
a. Gender, 
b. Age, 
c. Marital status, 
d. Ethnicity, 
e. Number of children, 
f. Cumulative college grade point average 
g. College major choice, 
h. Number of times senior has changed academic major, and 
i. Participation in career related activities. 
Objective 4.  To determine if a model exists which explains a significant portion of variance in 
the career decision-making self-efficacy as measured by the scales of the Career Decision Self-
Efficacy Scale Short-Form (CDSE-SF) (Betz & Taylor, 2001) and selected demographic 
characteristics among college seniors enrolled in a public funded four-year university located in 
the southern portion of the United States.  The selected demographic characteristics include:   
a. Gender, 
b. Age, 
c. Marital status, 
d. Ethnicity, 
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e. Number of children, 
f. Cumulative college grade point average 
g. College major choice, and 
h. Number of times senior has changed academic major, and 
i. Participation in career related activities 
Limitations of the Study 
 This study is limited to seniors applying for graduation during one semester at 
Northwestern State University who chose to complete the instrument.  Northwestern State 
University is a small regional four-year public university located in rural northwest Louisiana.  
The study is also limited by the boundaries set to control cost and practicality based on the 
accessible population.  The method of data collection utilized was assumed to yield more 
responses than a mail or web collection method due to the personal request to the college senior 
at the time of data collection. 
Significance of the Study 
   A vast majority of the research in this field is focused on the CDMSE of the freshman 
college student. This study focuses on those who are actually on the brink of making a real career 
decision, the college senior.  
Additionally, today’s college student, with the rising costs of education, needs to be able 
to make sound and valid choices for a career path.  Does a difference in the age of a college 
student make a difference in the level of career decision-making self-efficacy?  Many studies 
(Bergeron & Romano, 1994; Hackett & Betz, 1981; Post-Kammer & Smith, 1985) have been 
conducting addressing differences between genders in the career development field.   
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Luzzo and McWhirter (2001) call for additional research in evaluating the role that 
ethnicity plays in the career development of college students. Pajares (1997) indicates that the 
depth of study is quite shallow in regards to race homogeneous or race heterogeneous studies in 
regards to self-efficacy.     
This study will also expand the literature by examining college major choices, 
individual’s family structure, cumulative college grade point average and the role of participating 
in career-related activities. In the arena of application, this study proposes to provide data that 
describes the CDMSE level of college seniors to help administrators determine if self-efficacious 
based activities or interventions are needed during the senior year in college. 
Definition of Terms 
1. Self-Efficacy – An individual’s belief in his or her ability to perform a particular task 
(Bandura, 1977; Bandura, 1982).   
2. Career Decision–Making Self–Efficacy (CDMSE) – Identifies the extent to which 
students have confidence about their ability to engage in educational and occupational 
information gathering, goal-planning, and decision making (Peterson, 1993). 
3. Career Decision Self-Efficacy Scale – Short Form© (CDSE-SF) – An instrument 
developed by Betz and Taylor to measure occupational self-efficacy.  It is comprised of 
25 items that measure self-efficacy expectations in relation to making decisions about 
career-related issues (Betz & Taylor, 2001). 
4. Career self-efficacy – self-efficacy expectancies in relation to the wide range of behaviors 
necessary to the career choice and adjustment processes (Betz & Hackett, 1986). 
5. Age – For the purpose of this study, participants will indicate their chronological age. 
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6. Ethnicity – Having to do with the various racial and cultural groups of people (Barnhart 
& Barnhart, 1979). 
7. College senior – An undergraduate student who had earned at least 92 credit hours 
towards his or her degree program at the time they made application for graduation (NSU 
Catalog, 2001-2002). 





REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
 This review of related literature is divided into five sections.  The first section addresses 
self-efficacy in general, while section two describes the historical perspective on career choice. 
The next section surveys major theories of career choice with special attention given to those 
theories that incorporate the concept of self-efficacy. The role of self-efficacy in career choice 
and development is provided in section four. The last section discusses the related literature on 
career decision-making self-efficacy.  Background variables will be included that have an 
important impact on one’s career related self-efficacy. 
Self-Efficacy in General 
 The concepts of self-efficacy, competence and ability have been used interchangeably in 
the literature (Lent, Brown & Hackett, 1996; Wege & Moller, 1995; Watt & Martin, 1994).  
Therefore, for this study no distinction will be made between the terms.  Self-Efficacy can be 
defined as an individual’s belief in his or her ability to perform a particular task (Bandura, 1977, 
1982; Gist, 1989).   
An efficacy expectation, defined by Bandura (1977), is “the conviction that one can 
successfully execute the behavior required to produce the outcomes” (p. 193).  Efficacy 
expectations vary on three different dimensions that have important performance implications 
(Bandura, 1977).  They differ in magnitude, generality, and strength.   
The magnitude of an individual’s efficacy expectations refers to the level of difficulty 
one can adapt to in a particular situation.  Magnitude differs for each individual.  “Generality 
refers to the range of situations in which people believe they are able to do well” (Checketts, 
2001, p. 14).  An individual’s efficacy expectation derives strength from confirming experiences.  
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Therefore, “individuals who possess strong expectations of mastery will persevere in their 
coping efforts” (Bandura, 1977, p. 194). 
Individuals need certain types of information to make self-efficacious judgments 
(Decker, 1998).  Bandura (1977) states that this information can be obtained from the following 
domains: 
1. Performance accomplishments or mastery experiences; 
2. Vicarious learning experiences; 
3.  Verbal persuasion; and 
4. Physiological arousal 
The major sources of efficacy information and the principal sources through which 
different modes of treatment operate are depicted in Figure 1 (Bandura, 1977). 
















Figure 1. Efficacy Expectations 
Major sources of efficacy information and the principal sources through which different modes of treatment operate 
(Bandura, 1977). 
 
The first domain is performance accomplishments. This source of efficacy is based on 
personal mastery experiences (Bandura, 1977).  The negative impact of the occasional failure is 





















occasional failure that may develop later, the failure is often overcome by determined effort 
(Bandura, 1977).  This “effort can strengthen self-motivated persistence if one finds through 
experience that even the most difficult obstacles can be mastered by sustained effort” (Bandura, 
1977, p. 195).  Bandura (1982) stated, “that people register notable increases in self-efficacy 
when their experiences disconfirm misbeliefs about what they fear and when they gain new skills 
to manage threatening activities” (p. 125). 
Vicarious learning experiences, the second domain, is where persons derive expectations 
to complete tasks through the observation of others completing like tasks (Checketts, 2001; Lent 
& Hackett, 1987).  The observation of others performing adverse activities without unfavorable 
consequences can generate expectations in observers (Bandura, 1977).  The observers believe 
that they too will improve if they intensify and persist in their efforts (Bandura, 1977).   Schunk 
(1981, 1983, 1987) demonstrated that the effects of modeling are particularly relevant in this 
domain.  An individual’s life course and direction is often influenced by a significant model 
(Pajares, 1997). 
 The third domain, verbal persuasion, can be described as the use of conversation and 
collaboration to reach a level of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977; Decker, 1998).  This domain’s 
ease and ready availability results in its wide use (Bandura, 1977).  Persuaders play an important 
role in the development of one’s individual self-beliefs.  However, these persuasions involve 
exposure to the verbal judgements that others provide and are a weaker source of efficacy 
information than mastery or vicarious experiences (Pajares, 1997; Zeldin & Pajares, 1997).  For 
a persuader to be successful, he or she must cultivate an individual’s belief in his or her 
capabilities while at the same time ensuring that the envisioned success is attainable (Pajares, 
1997).  Positive and negative persuasions play crucial roles.  Positive persuasions work to 
encourage and achieve, while negative persuasions often work towards defeat and failure.  It is 
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usually easier to undermine self-efficacy beliefs through negative persuasions than to build up 
such beliefs through positive encouragement (Bandura, 1986). 
 The fourth and final domain is physiological arousal. “Stressful and taxing situations 
generally elicit emotional arousal that, depending on the cirucumstances, might have informative 
value concerning personal competency” (Bandura, 1977, p. 198).  Along with the prior two 
situations, fatigue and mood also provide information about efficacy beliefs (Pajares, 1997).   
Judgement of one’s level of anxiety and stress is influenced by the state of physiological arousal 
(Bandura, 1977).  Even though individuals believe that many of these stresses are brought on by 
external factors, Bandura (1997) indicates that people function within psychic environments 
created by themselves.  Negative affective reactions, generated when people experience 
unpleasant thoughts and fears about their capabilities, can reduce perceptions of competence and 
activate the stress and frenzy that help ensure inadequate performance (Pajares, 1997). 
 Since Bandura’s (1977) formulation of self-efficacy, the concept has been applied in a 
wide variety of domains of behavior (Sterrett, 1998): 
1. Reducing length of time spent unemployed (Eden & Aviram, 1993); 
2. Career choice (Betz & Hackett, 1981, 1987); 
3. Empowering women of color (Cutierrez, 1990); 
4. Weight reduction (Bernier & Avard, 1986); 
5. Mathematics performance (Campbell & Hackett, 1986); 
6. Task persistence following failure (Jacobs, Prentice-Dunn & Rogers, 1984); 
7. Interview readiness and performance (Stumpf, Austin & Hartman, 1984); 
8. Reduction of phobic behaviors (Bandura, Adams, Hardy & Howells, 1980); 
9. Health behavior and exercise participation (Poag-Ducharme & Brawley, 1993); 
10. Treatment of depression (Usaf & Kavanagh, 1990); 
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11. Employee Performance and Perceptions (Decker, 1998; Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998); 
and 
12. Educator’s control and management of students (Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990; Woolfolk, 
Rosoff & Hoy, 1990)    
The study of self-efficacy has entered into a myriad of environments in a person’s world.  
Bandura (1982) indicates that dealing with one’s environment through efficacy is not just a 
simple matter of following steps or knowing the right thing.  The process of self-efficacy is 
organizing component cognitive, social, and behavioral skills into linked courses of action to 
function within a variety of situations (Bandura, 1982). 
Historical Perspectives on Career Choice 
 Parsons initiated the constructs for what is known as career choice and development 
theories in 1909, being driven by the need for industrial and social efficiency.  To be truly 
efficient meant to find “a close correspondence between individual capacities and job 
requirements, since a worker unsuited to the demands of a given occupational role was a source 
of great waste” (Kliebard, 1999, p. 163).  It became evident that educational systems would have 
to “undertake the responsibility for matching individual capacities with ultimate social roles and 
for the differentiated training that would be required to perform successfully in those roles” (p. 
163). 
In Parsons’s book, Choosing Your Vocation, a tripartite model was introduced that 
directed the career development practice into the middle of the twentieth century.  According to 
Parsons, a wise career choice involved the following three factors: 
“(a) a clear understanding of yourself, your aptitudes, abilities, interests, ambitions, 
resources, limitations, and their causes; (b) a knowledge of the requirements and 
conditions of success, advantages and disadvantages, compensations, opportunities, and 
prospects  in different lines of work; (c)true reasoning on the relations of these two 




Thus, the vocational guidance movement in the United States began.  The 1950s and 1960s 
provided a time for concentrated theorizing about career development (Isaacson & Brown, 
2000). 
Career Theories 
The efforts of the 1950s and 1960s, plus additional decades of research and theorizing, 
provided for many theories of career choice and development. The theories that were developed 
fall into distinct categories.  They are – trait and factor theories; developmental theories; learning 
theories; socioeconomic theories; and recent theoretical statements (Isaacson & Brown, 2000).  
These theories are by no means all the theories of career development or attempts to develop a 
theory.  However, these particular theories have the greatest impact on research and practice 
today (Isaacson & Brown, 2000). 
Trait and Factor Theories.  Trait and factor theories place priority on the development of one’s 
individual traits. “Traits include one’s interests, values, personalities, and aptitudes, as well as 
select environments that are congruent with them” (Isaacson & Brown, 2000, p. 21).  Holland’s 
(1959) Theory of Vocational Choice and the Theory of Work Adjustment (TWA) (Dawis, 1996, 
Dawis, England, & Lofquist, 1964; Dawis & Lofquist, 1984; Dawis, Lofquist, & Weiss, 1968; 
Lofquist & Dawis, 1991) are two of the most notable in this field.  The basic assumption of 
Holland’s (1959) Theory of Vocational Choice is that the unique patterns of ability or traits of an 
individual can be measured and matched to occupations (Zunker, 2002).  Holland (1992) outlines 
six types of personalities of individuals and six types of work environments.  The personalities 
and environments are both labeled as realistic, investigative, artistic, social, enterprising, and 
conventional.  Individuals search for a match between their personalities and environments in 
order to perform to the best of their abilities.  The basic assumption of TWA is that the biological 
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needs and psychological needs of individuals drive vocational behavior (Isaacson & Brown, 
2000; Zunker, 2002).  The embracing of “how individuals interact in their everyday lives as well 
as how they interact in the work environment” evidences the inclusiveness of this theory 
(Zunker, 2002, p. 30). 
Developmental Theories. The developmental theories incorporate the supposition that the 
stages of personal and psychological development are primary factors that influence career 
choice and development (Gray & Herr, 1998; Isaacson & Brown, 2000).  Within this category, 
one can find two theories: Super’s Life-Span, Life-Space (Savickas, 2002; Super, 1980; Super, 
Savickas & Super, 1996), and Gottfredson’s Theory of Circumscription and 
Compromise(Gottfredson, 1981, 1996, 2002).  Super’s Life-Span, Life-Space (Savickas, 2002; 
Super 1980; Savickas & Super, 1996) provides for a comprehensive view of the vocational 
development of an individual.  Self-concept is an integral part of Super’s theory. “Thus, 
individuals implement their self-concepts into careers that will provide the most efficient means 
of self-expression” (Zunker, 2002, p. 37).  Gottfredson’s theory (Gottfredson, 1981, 1996, 2002) 
focuses on how career aspirations develop.  This theory, in an approach similar to Super 
(Savickas, 2002; Super 1980; Savickas & Super, 1996), describes the how and why people are 
attracted to areas of vocational life (Zunker, 2002). 
Learning Theories. Krumboltz (1979) began to theorize about career selection based on the 
self-efficacy behavioral theory presented by Bandura (1977).  This theory, named the Social 
Learning Theory of Career Decision Making (SLTCDM), is rooted in learning theory and has 
evolved through the works of Mitchell and Krumboltz (1984, 1990, 1996).  In this theory, 
individuals are seen in a position of continually encountering learning experiences.  Therefore, 
“SLTCDM posits that the generalizations and skills that develop as the result of one’s learning 
experiences lead to such career-relevant behaviors or actions as applying for specific jobs or 
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training, accepting job offers and promotions, and changing jobs” (Mitchell & Krumboltz, 1996, 
p. 268). 
Socioeconomic Theories. Socioeconomic theories make less note of psychological traits than do 
other types of theories. Intellect is addressed in the career-choice process, but the main focus is 
related to the socioeconomic status of the individual.  Status Attainment Theory 
(SAT)(Hotchkiss & Borow, 1984, 1990, 1996) is an example of a socioeconomic theory 
(Isaacson & Brown, 2000).  SAT posits that the combination of parental status and cognitive 
variables drive an individual’s educational pursuits, which directly effect occupational 
achievements and monetary earnings (Isaacson & Brown, 2000; Hotchkiss & Borow, 1996; 
Zunker, 2002).   
Recent Theoretical Statements. Since 1991, four new theories of career choice and 
development have been developed (Isaacson & Brown, 2000).  Two are based in learning theory; 
one is based in trait and factor theory; the last falls outside of the classification structure into a 
category titled constructivism. 
 The two theories that are based in learning theory are the Social Cognitive Perspective 
(Lent, Brown & Hackett, 1995, 1996, 2002) and the Career Information Processing Model of 
Career Choice (Peterson, Sampson, & Reardon, 1991).  The Social-Cognitive Perspective, 
proposed by Lent, Brown and Hackett (1995, 1996, 2002), emphasizes “self-regulatory 
cognitions, particularly those associated with self-efficacy expectations” (Isaacson & Brown, 
2000, p. 42).  The Career Information Processing Model of Career Choice (Peterson, et al. 1991) 
indicates that people develop two types of knowledge in regard to career-related decisions.  
These types of knowledge are self-knowledge and knowledge about careers.  These categories of 
knowledge are utilized during the career decision making process to communicate, analyze, 
synthesize, value and execute a career decision (Peterson, et al. 1991) 
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The theory of a values-based model (Brown 1996, 1997; Brown & Crace, 1995) of career 
and life role choices and satisfaction falls into the category of trait and factor theory.  This theory 
of career development is based on an individual’s values and how those values affect his or her 
career choices and satisfaction level. 
The final new theory is the Contexualist Theory of Career (Young, Valach, & Collin, 
1996). This particular theory presents the idea that career related behaviors are goal-directed 
results of the individuals’ construction of the context in which they function (Isaacson & Brown, 
2000). 
The Role of Self-Efficacy in Career Choice and Development 
 Krumboltz’s (1979) Social Learning Theory and the Social Cognitive perspective 
presented by Lent, Brown and Hackett (1995, 1996) both bring in Bandura’s (1997) concept of 
self-efficacy in the realm of career choice and development.  Additionally, Hackett and Betz 
(1981) provided for a translation of self-efficacy to the career development of women. 
Krumboltz’s Social Learning Theory.  Krumboltz’s (1979), Krumboltz, Mitchell, and Jones 
(1976), and Mitchell and Krumboltz (1984, 1990, 1996) social learning theory of career 
development incorporates Bandura’s (1977) theory of social learning into career development.  
The theory was designed to focus on the “learning process that leads to the beliefs such as self-
efficacy beliefs and interests and how these impact the career decision-making process” 
(Isaacson & Brown, 2000, p. 38). 
 Mitchell and Krumboltz (1996) identified four factors that influence career decision-
making.  First is the influence of genetic endowment and special abilities.  These are inherited 
characteristics such as race, gender, intelligence and coordination.  These abilities may set limits 
on an individual’s career opportunities (Isaacson & Brown, 2000; Mitchell & Krumboltz, 1996; 
Zunker, 2002).  The second set of factors is environmental conditions and events that lie outside 
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of the control of the individual.  Events such as a hurricane or changes in major government 
policies can affect one’s career-related activities and preferences.  The next source of factors is 
derived from the individual’s learning experiences.  Mitchell & Krumboltz (1996) distinguish 
between two different types of learning experiences, instrumental learning and associative 
learning.  Instrumental learning experiences “occur when an individual is positively reinforced or 
punished for the exercise of some behavior and its associated cognitive skills” (Mitchell & 
Krumboltz, 1996, p. 234).  Instrumental learning most often occurs as a result of reactions to 
consequences, positive or negative (Mitchell & Krumboltz, 1996).  Associative learning 
experiences “include negative and positive reactions to pairs of previously neutral situations” 
(Zunker, 2002, p. 66).  Associative learning experiences occur through observations, written 
materials and visual media (Zunker, 2002). The final source of factors that influence career 
decision-making is task approach skills.  Task approach skills are those skills that the individual 
has developed as a result of “learning experiences, genetic characteristics, special abilities and 
environmental influences” Mitchell & Krumboltz, 1996).   
Krumboltz indicates that an individual is continually and constantly encountering 
learning experiences. Rewards or punishments that in turn produce unique qualities in an 
individual follow these experiences (Isaacson & Brown, 2000). 
Social Cognitive Perspective.  Lent, Brown and Hackett (1995, 1996, 2002) developed a 
perspective on career development termed social cognitive career theory (SCCT). “This 
perspective is intended to complement or build conceptual linkages with other theories of career 
development” (Lent, Brown & Hackett, 1996, p. 374).  Indications of the formulation of SCCT 
efforts were made to include those aspects of Bandura’s (1986) general social cognitive theory 
that seemed “to be most relevant to the process of interest information, career selection and 
performance” (Lent, Brown & Hackett, 1996, p. 376).  
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The central propositions of this theory are based on three social cognitive mechanisms. 
These mechanisms, that are particularly relevant to career development, are self-efficacy beliefs, 
outcome expectations, and goal representations (Lent, Brown & Hackett, 1995).   
In SCCT, self-efficacy beliefs are not considered to be a passive or fixed trait. Rather 
they are a continually evolving set of beliefs that adjusts to the particular performance domain at 
hand (Lent, Brown & Hackett, 1995, 1996, 2002; Zunker, 2002).  “Outcome expectations are 
also regarded as personal beliefs about expectations or consequences of behavioral activities” 
(Zunker, 2002, p. 90).  SCCT also incorporates the concept of goals because they can be 
considered as a way to sustain behavior to increase the chance that a desired outcome may be 
achieved (Lent, Brown & Hackett, 1995; Zunker, 2002). 
Self-efficacy, outcome expectations and personal goals are considered the “big three 
building blocks within the triadic causal system that can determine the course of career 
development and its outcome” (Zunker, 2002, p. 90).  Additionally, the authors present a focus 
on these three mechanisms along with how they might interrelate with other person, contextual, 
and experiential or learning factors. 
Self-Efficacy Approach to the Career Development of Women.  Hackett and Betz (1981) 
approached women’s career development based on Bandura’s (1977) theory of social learning.  
This model of career development suggests that women lack strong expectations of career related 
self-efficacy.  The authors suggest that women are not exposed to the right type of socialization 
experiences to fully utilize and explore their capabilities, talents and interest in career pursuits 
(Hackett & Betz, 1981).  Therefore, women are constricted in their consideration of job options.  
Women often find themselves in traditional roles and occupations that are low-paying and have 
little room for advancement (Hackett & Betz, 1981).   
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The lack of strong expectations by women can often result in the failure to fully realize 
all of their capabilities and talents in the quest for career choice.  The authors suggest that a 
“strong sense of self-efficacy with regard to specific career-relevant behaviors may enable 
women to realistically consider a wider range of alternatives and thereby enhance effective 
decision making and improve changes for post decisional satisfaction” (Hackett & Betz, 1981, p. 
337). 
The main focus of these theoretical constructs is that the learning process leads to beliefs 
such as self-efficacy beliefs and interests as well as how these impact the career decision-making 
process.  Essentially, learning theorists (Krumboltz, 1979; Krumboltz, Mitchell & Jones, 1976; 
Mitchell & Krumboltz, 1996; Lent, Brown & Hackett, 1995, 1996) believe that because many of 
the circumstances surrounding career choice and adjustments are learned, their theories need to 
take into account the learning processes that lead to the acquisition of beliefs and behaviors that 
are critical to the career development process. 
Career Decision-Making Self-Efficacy 
 The results of various studies have established an intervening role of self-efficacy beliefs 
in the selection of career choice (Hackett, 1995; Lent & Hackett, 1987).  Many of the findings 
(Bergeron & Romano, 1994; Betz & Hackett, 1981; Foss & Slaney, 1986; Peterson, 1993) 
indicate that self-efficacy beliefs influence the choice of majors and career decisions of college 
students.   “Undergraduates choose college majors and careers in areas in which they feel most 
competent and avoid those in which they believe themselves less competent or less able to 
compete”(Pajares, 1997, Continuing Research on Self-efficacy and Career Choice section, ¶ 1).  
Taylor and Betz (1983) developed what was originally known as the Career Decision-Making 
Self-Efficacy Scale, now known as the Career Decision Self-Efficacy Scale, to measure 
perceptions of efficacy based on Crites’s (1961, 1965) five dimensions of career decision-
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making.  Crites (1961, 1965) outlines the five dimensions of career decision making as goal 
selection, career exploration, problem-solving capabilities, planning skills, and realistic self-
appraisal skills.  With the extension of self-efficacy theory to the field of career development by 
Betz and Hackett (1981, 1986) and Hackett and Betz (1981), there has been an explosion of 
research efforts to include any and all factors that are career related that may effect one’s level of 
career decision-making self-efficacy (CDMSE). 
Background Variables 
Age.  Luzzo (1993) evaluated 233 undergraduate students who participated in a study that 
proposed to determine the value of CDMSE in predicting the career decision-making attitudes 
and skills of undergraduate college students.  This study indicates that there is a significant, 
positive relationship between CDMSE and age (M = 24.74, SD = 7.29).  This finding indicates 
that self-efficacy expectations may increase somewhat with age. 
 Peterson (1993) calls for identifying the importance of CDMSE and how it varies based 
on students’ background characteristics, specifically age, for the purpose of identifying the 
implications for the role that educators might have in the development of these students.  In a 
study of the effect of various background characteristics on 418 college students, Peterson (1993) 
reviewed the age variable.  This study categorized age in the following manner: 18; 19-20; 21-
23; 24-30, and; 31-48.  The highest frequency was found in the category 19-20 (n = 175).  In 
relation to CDMSE, there were significant differences based on age.  This study reported that 
students 31 to 48 years old had a higher level of CDMSE than students who were 19 to 23 years 
old.  Those students who were 24 to 30 years old indicated a higher perception of CDMSE than 
students 19 to 20 years old.  
Gender.  Hackett and Betz (1981) studied the differences between the genders and suggested 
that a woman will have different career behaviors than men because a woman typically lacks the 
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strong expectations of personal efficacy for many career-related barriers. This results in women 
failing to fully realize their capabilities and talents in career pursuits (Bergeron & Romano, 
1994; Hackett & Betz, 1981).  
Differences among genders are obviously apparent in self-efficacy for traditionally male 
and female occupations (Betz & Hackett, 1981, 1986; Post-Kammer & Smith, 1985).  Women 
choose a more traditionally female career because of the perceived difficulty in combining a 
nontraditionally female career with the surmounting responsibilities of home and family (Stickel 
& Bonett, 1991). 
Bergeron and Romano (1994) evaluated the differences in CDMSE between males and 
females.  This study indicated no significant differences between the genders.  The lack of 
differences in Bergeron and Romano’s (1994) study is suggested to be attributed to non-gender 
linked behaviors. Wilson (2000) also indicated that no significant differences are apparent 
among student’s reported level of career decision making self-efficacy based on gender. Bright 
(1996) also included gender as a potentially influential variable on the CDMSE of undergraduate 
students.  The use of multiple regression analysis did not find that gender was a significant 
predictor of CDMSE. 
Literature has shown that female undergraduates report lower mathematics self-efficacy 
than do males. The mathematics self-efficacy of college undergraduates is more predictive of 
their mathematics interest and choice of math-related courses and majors than either their prior 
math achievement or math outcome expectations (Hackett, 1985; Hackett & Betz, 1989, Lent et 
al., 1991, 1993; Parajes & Miller, 1994, 1995). 
A majority of the literature looks at the college major choice from the perspective of the 
occupation as one that is a traditional or non-traditional occupation based on gender.  Betz and 
Hackett (1986) report, from a study of introductory psychology undergraduate students, that for 
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traditionally female occupations, females reported higher efficacy expectations than for 
traditionally male occupations.  Mathieu, Sowa and Niles (1993) did not report the same based 
on a study of female junior or senior level undergraduate students.  The differences in these 
studies can be attributed to the structure of the sample and to some type of developmental change 
between the introductory course in psychology and to the upperclassman status. 
Ethnicity. Minority students have been found to continue to thrive and maintain optimistic 
personas as well as a positive self-regard despite an event of achievement failure (Graham, 1994; 
Lay & Wakstein, 1985, Stevenson, Hanson & Uttal, 1990).  Graham (1994) indicates that self-
efficacy is an important factor in the study of motivation.  However, the study is shallow with 
regard to race homogeneous or race heterogeneous studies (Graham, 1994; Pajares, 1997).   
 Peterson (1993) analyzed the ethnicity background characteristic in a study of 
undergraduate college students.  This study indicates that African-American students have a 
significantly higher perceived CDMSE than Native American, Asian, or Caucasian students.  
Additionally, Hispanic students and Caucasian students scored higher than Native American or 
Asian students in this study.  The researcher concluded, based on this variable, that there is a 
need to increase the CDMSE of Native American and Asian students along with a need to 
continue to maintain the high confidence levels of African-American and Hispanic students.  
Wilson (2000) conducted a study that analyzed potential relationships between variables that 
included CDMSE, gender and ethnicity.  There were no significant differences found between 
students’ reported levels of CDMSE based on ethnicity. 
College Major.  The decision to follow a certain career path is often difficult for many college 
students.  Many students often change their college major up to three or four times during their 
academic careers (Hayes, 1997).  With this frequency of change it is important that college 
students have confidence in their abilities to make decisions about career goals.  Lent, Brown 
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and Larkin (1984, 1986) conducted two different studies on students who were pursuing 
academic majors in the science and engineering fields.  Both studies indicated that self-efficacy 
should be considered an important cognitive factor that mediates the educational behavior of 
students considering technical or scientific fields.  The authors suggest the need for additional 
research to include a focus on the construct validity of career self-efficacy and to evaluate 
students with other types of vocational interests.   
Family Issues.  A review of the literature provided little insight in relation to family-related 
events and self-efficacy.  However, in career development there is an abundance of literature 
concerning family related events such as family structure.   
Contemporary economic conditions require that both partners of a married couple work 
to fulfill financial responsibilities (Zunker, 2002).  Therefore, in growing numbers, women are 
assuming both the roles of homemaker and worker.  This combination often creates role conflict.  
“Role conflict occurs when someone occupies two roles with contradictory expectations of what 
one should be doing at a certain time” (Hodson & Sullivan, 2002, p. 77). The management of 
both of these roles is causing increasing conflict for women to meet their individual needs 
(Hansen, 1990). The conflict between homemaking and career remain a concern that must be 
addressed in career counseling programs (Wilcox-Mathew & Minor, 1989). The resolution to 
this conflict may be approached by the encouragement of men to share responsibilities and 
accept new learning patterns that may require the shifting of roles for both spouses in dual-career 
homes (Zunker, 2002). 
 Betz and Fitzgerald (1987) suggest that home and family responsibilities greatly 




1. Women may spend time at home caring for children.  This can result in a lack of 
gaining appropriate experience to meet the needs of the work environment.  
Additionally, this time away from the work environment can lead to a lack of 
awareness of career choices. 
2. Mothers may choose jobs that trade off higher wages for some aspect of “mother-
friendliness.”  Examples of a mother-friendly job is one that accommodates with 
flextime, time off for child care without penalty and one that incorporates the work 
group concept where tasks are collectively shared by the group. 
3. Mothers exert less effort per hour on the job to conserve effort for household 
production, and that this could affect wages through productivity. 
4. Employers may discriminate against mothers. 
 With both parents working, the greater burden of childcare still remains with the mother 
(Lott, 1994).  The continuing assumptions of today’s society that the home and childcare 
functions should fall more on the women’s shoulders can make it very difficult for women to 
take advantage of increased opportunities in the workplace (Hodson & Sullivan, 2002).  The 
National Commission on Children (1993) found that the percentage of married women with 
children under the age of 6 has increased from 12 percent in 1950 to 57 percent in 1992.  Many 
workplaces have begun providing on-site childcare centers to assist working parents (Gilbert, 
1993). Childcare arrangements and childbirth are often a cause of family-related problems that 
can interfere with the work environment (Zunker, 2002). 
 Additional limitations are added when it is a one-parent household.  “Divorced women 
are often unprepared for self-sufficiency and often have children who depend on them” (Zunker, 
2002, p. 319).  More often than not, these women often have the sole responsibility for the 
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raising of their children (Zunker, 2002). “These women must learn to set priorities to effectively 
meet both home and employment responsibilities” (Zunker, 2002, p. 319).  
 Stickel and Bonnett (1991) gave consideration to the perceived ability to combine a 
career with home and family in relation to self-efficacy.  Stickel and Bonnett (1991, questioned 
whether “women but not men would believe that they could combine a traditional female career 
and a family but would be less confident that they could do so if they pursued a nontraditional 
career.” The results indicated that women did report greater efficacy in combining the family and 
home activities with a traditional career choice (Stickel & Bonnett, 1991).  Bonnett (1994) 
focused on family responsibilities and career self-efficacy.  This study looked at the relation of 
marital status and career-self-efficacy for traditionally male or female occupations.  The findings 
indicate that females, regardless of marital status, had a lower level of self-efficacy than did 
males regarding the traditionally male occupations. 
Career Guidance. The roots of career guidance can be found as far back as the ancient Chinese 
Empire with the repeated accounts of the system civil service examinations (Anastasia & 
Urbania, 1997).  However, the contemporary form of career guidance in this country evolved in 
the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries (Gray & Herr, 1998).  The industrial revolution 
had a great influence on the “emerging processes of vocational guidance, now career guidance” 
(Gray & Herr, 1998, p. 215).   
With this growing awareness for vocational guidance, both the government and 
educational systems began to channel resources toward this movement.  The direct federal 
sponsorship of employment-related programs for disabled World War I veterans is one of the 
first government funded programs of this type (Gray & Herr, 1998).  This was the first in a long 
line of federal funding and legislation in the vocational guidance movement.  The 1960s and 
1970s saw many federal programs fail mainly because the focus of these programs was solely on 
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the needs of the labor market rather than the needs of the worker (Herr, 1974).  The 1980s and 
1990s brought about a series of significant legislation that “continued to reinforce the importance 
of career guidance, defined its elements, and affirmed its essential role in vocational education” 
(Gray & Herr, 1998, p. 222).  The most preeminent piece of legislation during this time was the 
Carl D. Perkins Act of 1984.  This Act provided for nearly one billion dollars of support to 
enhance the vocational education process in many segments of the educational community.  A 
common thread that can be seen throughout all of the Perkins legislation is the call for career 
guidance to address excellence and equity issues (Gray & Herr, 1998). 
The resources, philosophy, mission, size, location, nature of student body, and curriculum 
of a higher education institution are the main factors that will guide a career guidance program 
(Gray & Herr, 1998; Isaacson & Brown, 2000).  Gray and Herr (1998) indicate that the 
terminology ”career development” is more likely to be used in the college and university setting 
than career guidance.  Career guidance is more frequently associated with educational 
institutions serving kindergarten through grade 12. 
One of the elements that will drive the structure of career development program in a 
higher education institution is the nature of the student body.  Griff (1987) highlights the 
common needs among groups of college students and that the services available to student 
should include some or all of the following: 
1. Career and self-awareness activities; 
2. Exploration of interest, values, goals and decisions; 
3. Realities of the job market and future trends; 
4. Practical, accurate information about careers; 
5. Workshops that deal with special needs such as risk taking, résumé development, 
interviewing, and other related activities; and 
 
  27
6. An academic advising system that makes it possible for students to get the assistance 
they need in academic planning.  
Therefore, to address the career development needs of a collegiate student body there are 
specific activities that are commonly offered in career development programs.  These activities 
include advising, career-credit courses, brief interventions, self-directed activities, information 
gathering, career counseling, consultation, opportunity for work study/cooperative education, 
career resource centers, assessment, major fairs, and peer counseling programs (Gray & Herr, 
1998; Isaacson & Brown, 2000; Zunker, 2002).   
A review of the literature in relation to career development activities and career self-
efficacy reveals mixed results.  Sullivan and Mahalik (2000) evaluated the effect of a career 
group designed to increase career-related self-efficacy and vocational exploration and 
commitment in college women.  A total of sixty-one women participated. Thirty-one participated 
in a six-week treatment that incorporated the four sources of experiential information from 
Bandura’s (1977) theory of self-efficacy.  The remaining thirty women participated in a control 
group.  The results indicated that the women in the treatment group, once completing the 
intervention process, had significant increases in their levels of CDMSE in comparison to those 
women in the control group. 
Davis (1998) examined the effect of a résumé writing intervention using a computer-
assisted guidance system on the CDMSE of college students.  The results revealed that the 
intervention, a résumé writing exercise using Résumé Expert Plus®, increased career self-
efficacy of those students receiving the treatment.  However, this increase was not significantly 
different from those student participants in the control group.  Brake (2001) also evaluated the 
effects of a computer-assisted career guidance system, DISCOVER®, on CDMSE levels of 
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adolescents in foster care.  Again, the results indicated no significant differences between 
treatment and control groups. 
Cox (1996) looked at the effectiveness of a career-planning course designed to enhance 
the CDMSE of college students.  This 10-week career-planning course was designed to “assist 
the participants in the career decision-making and planning process” (Cox, 1996, p. 79).  A 
sample of the activities that students participated in were completing standardized assessments, 
developing a resume, working through a computer assisted guidance system (SIGI-Plus®), 
mentor pairing, gathering career-related and academic information, and in class presentations on 
specific assignments.  Measurement of career self-efficacy was defined with the score on the 
Career Decision Self-Efficacy Scale (Taylor & Betz, 1983).  Results from this study indicated 
that those students who participated in a career-planning course demonstrated significant gains in 
career self-efficacy. 
Academic Performance.  Lent, Brown and Larkin (1984) reported on the relation of self-
efficacy beliefs to an individual’s persistence and academic success in pursuing science and 
engineering college majors.  This study indicated that those subjects that reported higher self-
efficacy expectations achieved higher grades.  Lent, Brown and Larkin (1984) extended their 
study by assessing the extent to which self-efficacy beliefs predict academic grades and retention 
(Lent et al., 1986).  This study supported and extended previous findings that “self-efficacy 
expectations are related to indices of academic performance behavior” (Lent et al., 1986).  
Peterson’s (1993) study on the career decision-making self-efficacy of underprepared college 
students indicated that those students who had obtained higher grade point averages (3.50 – 4.0) 




 As Kliebard (1999) said, to be truly efficient meant to find “a close correspondence 
between individual capacities and job requirements, since a worker unsuited to the demands of a 
given occupational role was a source of great waste” (p. 163).   The process of self-efficacy, an 
individual’s belief in his or her ability to perform a particular task, can be a facilitating force in  
making the right career choice.  
 The literature review indicated that the role of self-efficacy in the process of career 
decision-making is important.  The background variables (gender, age, marital status, ethnicity, 
number of children, cumulative college grade point average, college major choice and 
participation in career-related activities) in the literature suggest an influence on an individual’s 
career-related self-efficacy.  Table 2.1 summarizes the effects of various background variables 
found in various studies indicated in this review of literature.  However, the nature of the 
influence about self-efficacy in the career decision-making process has been inconsistent.  
Though research will continue to provide focus and understanding to effective career decision-
making; today’s knowledge is a platform to assure better and better success in the “right” choice 








Author(s) Date Background Variable Yes No 
Luzzo 1993 Age   
Peterson 1993 Age   
Bergeron & Romano 1994 Gender   
Stickel & Bonett 1991 Gender   
Peterson 1993 Ethnicity   
Sullivan & Mahalik 2000 Career Activity – Career 
Group 
  
Davis 1998 Career Activity - CAGSa   
Cox 1996 Career Activity – CPCb   
Lent, Brown & Larkin 1984 GPA   
Lent, Brown & Larkin 1986 GPA   
aCAGS: Computer-assisted guidance software 
bCPC: Career Planning Course 
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CHAPTER III 
METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
Introduction 
This study engages survey research design and seeks to ascertain the level of Career 
Decision-Making Self-Efficacy (CDMSE) of college seniors.   
Betz and Taylor developed the Career Decision-Making Self-Efficacy Scale (CDSE) 
during 1983-1984.  However, due to the trademarking of the term “Career Decision Making” by 
Harrington and O’Shea and their firm, Career Planning -Associates, Inc., that term can no longer 
be used (Betz & Taylor, 2001).  Therefore, the scale described here is now known as the Career 
Decision Self-Efficacy Scale (CDSE).  This instrument is a tool for measuring “an individual’s 
degree of belief that he/she can successfully complete tasks necessary to making career 
decisions,” (Betz & Taylor, 2001, p. 8). 
“The scale was developed for group administration to college students, and has as its 
foundation Bandura’s sources of information regarding the concept of self-efficacy 
expectations.” (Benish, 1999, p. 27).   This scale measures self-efficacy utilizing Crites’s (1978) 
Career Choice Competencies as subscales.  The subscales are labeled as self-appraisal, 
occupational information, goal selection, planning, and problem solving.   
The CDSE was standardized with the administration of the instrument to 346 Midwest 
college students.  The 346 students were comprised of 128 males and 218 females.  Reliability 
and validity of the instrument scores, including factor analysis, were gathered during this process 
(Benish,1999).  
 For the purposes of this study, the 25-item Career Decision Self-Efficacy – Short Form 
(CDSE-SF) was utilized.  It was combined with the request for respective background variables 
on an easy to read 8 ½” x 14” blue paper for ease of reference (i.e., “the blue form”).  The 
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CDSE-SF was created from the 50-item CDSE by eliminating five of the ten items from each of 
the five CDSE scales.  There were four criteria on which each of the items was evaluated on for 
elimination including substantive generality; item-own scale correlation equal to or above .50; 
loading on appropriate factor (only) in Taylor and Popma (1990) factor analysis; and 
recommendation for retention on the basis of Gati, Osipow and Fassa (1994) split-scale analysis 
(Betz, Klein & Taylor, 1996).  Those items meeting the fewest criteria were eliminated.   
 The CDSE-SF has a response scale using a 5-level confidence continuum, ranging from 1 
(no confidence at all) to 5 (complete confidence).  Subscale mean scores are computed by 
summing the responses to each scale’s (See Appendix F scoring instructions for the CDSE-SF) 
items, ranging from 5 to 25 and dividing by the number of statements.  The total mean score is 
the sum of the five subscale scores, ranging from 25 to 125 and dividing by the number of 
statements. 
 For the purposes of this study, the confidence levels, 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5, are clarified as 
follows: (1) No Confidence At All – None; (2) Very Little Confidence – Feel slightly better than 
no confidence; (3) Moderate Confidence – Feel fair about your ability, but don’t have any 
overwhelming strong or weak feelings; (4) Much Confidence – Feel pretty good about your 
ability, and; (5) Complete Confidence – Feel totally assured in your ability.  These definitions 
were provided to respondents on the questionnaire prior to the beginning of the CDSE-SF in 
order to assist respondents in formulating their answers.  The descriptions for confidence levels 
were developed using commonly accepted definitions provided in a dictionary and a thesaurus 
(Barnhart & Barnhart, 1979; Chapman, 1977). 
 The initial empirical trial of the CDSE-SF provided coefficient alpha values for the 
subscales of .73 (Self-Appraisal), .78 (Occupational Information), .83 (Goal Selection), .81 
(Planning) and .75 (Problem-Solving) (Betz, et al., 1996).  The coefficient alpha value for the 
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total scale was .94, almost as high as the .97 value on the 50-item scale.  A test-retest reliability 
coefficient at six months was reported to be .83 (Betz & Taylor, 2001). 
 Concurrent validity of the CDSE-SF has been established through the correlation of the 
scales with the My Vocational Situation (MVS) (Holland, Daiger & Power, 1980) Identity scale 
and the Career Decision Scale (CDS) Indecision and Certainty scales.  Betz, Klein and Taylor 
(1996) reported correlation coefficients ranging from .40 to .66 for females and from .28 to .56 
for males between the CDSE-SF and the Identity scale of the MVS (n=184).   
 Appropriate approvals were necessary for conducting the proposed study.  Sources of 
these approvals included the following: 
1. Approved exemption form from Institutional Oversight from the LSU Institutional 
Review Board (IRB).  (See Appendix A) 
2. Approved application to Human Subjects in Research Review Committee of 
Northwestern State University.  (See Appendix B) 
3. The Deans of the seven colleges and the Executive Director of the Leesville/Fort 
Polk campus at Northwestern State University. (See Appendix C) 
Population and Sample 
 This study was conducted at Northwestern State University in Natchitoches, La.  This 
university is located in northwest Louisiana.  The target population is college seniors.  The 
accessible population consisted of those 480 seniors at Northwestern State University applying 
for graduation during one semester’s application period.   
Procedure 
 The following steps occurred during the data collection procedure:  
1. The researcher personally delivered copies of the CDSE-SF instrument to the Dean’s 
office of each of the seven colleges and the Executive Director at the Leesville 
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campus at Northwestern State University to maximize cooperation.  The researcher 
met with each Dean’s and the Executive Director’s administrative designee to explain 
the nature and purpose of the study and answer any questions regarding 
administration. The researcher prepared a document (See Appendix D) that provided 
for possible questions that could come from participants in the study. 
2. Upon filing his or her application for graduation with the respective office, the 
administrative designee handed each student the CDSE-SF and requested that the 
student voluntarily complete the brief survey while in the respective offices.  The 
instructions for the completion of the CDSE-SF read: For each statement on the 
reverse side, please read carefully and indicate how much confidence you have that 
you could accomplish each of these tasks by marking your answer according to the 
key. Mark your answer by filling in the correct box to the right. 
3. The students were requested to complete demographic information regarding gender, 
age, marital status, marital status, ethnicity, number of children, cumulative college 
grade point average, college major, number of college major changes and 
participation in career related activities.  No name or other identifying personal 
information was requested on the survey. 
4. The students then proceeded to respond to each of the 25 items on the CDSE-SF. 
5. After completion the student returned the completed instrument to the administrative 
designee.  The administrative designee then in turn placed the completed instrument 
in a collection envelope provided by the researcher. 
6. Following the deadline for filing applications for graduation, the researcher collected 
all instruments from each Dean’s office and the Executive Director of the Leesville 
campus and began the data analysis procedure. 
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Data Analysis 
Objective 1. The first objective of this study was to describe college seniors demographically 
according to gender, age, marital status, ethnicity, number of children, cumulative college grade 
point average, college major choice, number of college major changes and participation in career 
related activities:  Frequencies, percentages, means, and standard deviations will be used to 
describe the variables. 
Objective 2. The second research objective was to determine the CDMSE as measured by the 
scales of the CDSE-SF of college seniors. These scores will be calculated by summing the score 
on each particular subscale and dividing by the respective number of items in each subscale. 
The following scale (Betz, personal communication, March 30, 2003) was used as a guide for the 
interpretation of the responses in this study to coincide with the five response categories 
provided to the respondents: 
 1.00 – 1.50 No confidence 
 1.51 – 2.50 Very little confidence 
 2.51 – 3.50 Moderate Confidence 
 3.51 – 4.50 Much Confidence 
 4.51 – 5.00 Complete Confidence 
Objective 3. The third research objective was to determine if a relationship exists between the 
CDMSE as measure by the scales of the CDSE-SF and selected demographic characteristics 
among college seniors. This analysis was completed by utilizing an independent t-test, the 
Pearson Product Moment correlation coefficient and the one-way analysis of variance procedure.  
A scale first proposed by Davis in 1971 and reported by Hinkle, Wiersma and Jurs (1988), will 
be used to evaluate the strength of the correlations (p.118).  The scale is as follows: 
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Correlation Interpretation 
+.90 to +1.00 Very high positive (negative) correlation 
+.70 to +.90 High positive (negative) correlation 
+.50 to +.70 Moderate positive (negative) correlation 
+.30 to +.50 Low positive (negative) correlation 
+.00 to +.30 Little, if any correlation 
Objective 4.  The fourth research objective was correlational in nature and was analyzed by 
using multiple regression analysis to determine if a model exists which explains a significant 
portion of variance in CDMSE as measured by the scales of the CDSE-SF. 
 All statistical calculations were performed using SPSS statistical software for personal 






 This research study examined the career decision-making self-efficacy among college 
seniors.  The Career Decision Self-Efficacy – Short Form (CDSE-SF) was distributed to 
university seniors making application for graduation during the fall semester of 2002.  A 
cumulative count received from each participating area of the university indicated that 480 
seniors made application for graduation during fall semester of 2002 (C. Baptiste, personal 
communication, October 23, 2002).  A total of 398 surveys were returned to the investigator. 
Sixteen surveys were excluded because the participants selected all 5s or all 1s on each 
item of the 25-item CDSE-SF.  Selections of all 5s or all 1s indicated that these values were 
extreme in relation to the rest of the data. These responses were considered as outliers (High, 
2000). In the presence of outliers, any statistical test based on sample means and variances can 
be distorted. Therefore this study includes 382 participants that yielded a response rate of 79.5%. 
 The investigator established instrument reliability for the CDSE-SF for this study. The 
reliability analysis of this study provided a Cronbach Coefficient Alpha for each of the subscales 
for comparison to the initial empirical trial.  The Self-Appraisal subscale for this study was 
calculated at .81 in comparison to .73 (Betz, et al., 1996).  For the Occupational Information 
subscale in this study, an alpha value was found to be lower, .76, than the alpha value, .78, found 
in Betz, Klein and Taylor’s (1996) empirical trial of the instrument. For the Goal Selection 
subscale, an alpha value was found to be lower, .79, than the .83 of the empirical trial (Betz, et 
al., 1996).  The Planning subscale provided an alpha coefficient, .79, lower than that found by 
Betz, et al. (1996), .81. The Problem Solving subscale provided a higher alpha value, .76, than 




 The alpha level was set at .05 á priori.  Findings are presented by objective. 
Objective 1.  The first objective was to describe the participating graduating college seniors on 
the following demographic variables: gender, age, marital status, ethnicity, number of children, 
cumulative college grade point average, college major choice, number of times senior has 
changed academic major and participation in career related activities.  These variables are 
summarized using frequencies and percentages. 
 Gender.  The majority (n = 232 or 61.1%) of the respondents in this study were female. 
One-hundred forty-eight (38.9%) were male.  Two respondents did not indicate gender. 
 Age.  Table 4.1 indicates the age reported by the respondents.  Actual age was collected 
and then grouped in accordance with the current U.S. Census Bureau standards.  Years of age 
ranged from 20 to 54 with the M = 23.69, SD = 5.24 and Mdn = 22.  The majority of the students 
(n = 300 or 80.6%) in this study indicated that they were 20 to 24 years of age. 
Table 4.1 
Age Groups of College Seniors 
Age Groups N % 
20 – 24  300  80.6 
25 – 34  54  14.6 
35 – 44  13   3.5 
45 – 54    5   1.3 
Total  372  100.0 
Note. 10 students did not respond to the variable age. M = 23.69, SD = 5.24, Range of age = 20 to 34. 
 Marital Status.  With reference to marital status, the majority of the respondents (n = 
284, 74.9%) indicated that they were single. The second highest category consisted of those 
students who were married (n = 84, 22.2%). Seven (1.8%) participants indicated that they were 
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divorced, one was separated and three did not indicate marital status.  Table 4.2 represents the 
marital status of the respondents. 
Table 4.2 
Marital Status of College Seniors 
Marital Status n % 
Single 284 74.9 
Married  84 22.2 
Divorced  7  1.8 
Did not indicate  3  0.9 
Separated  1  0.2 
Total 379 100.0 
Note.  3 students did not respond to the variable marital status 
 
 Ethnicity.  The ethnic composition of the respondents was predominantly white 75.6%   
(n = 285, 75.6%).  Black respondents accounted for 73 or 19.4% of the respondents. The 
remaining respondents,19 or 5.0%, were distributed across Hispanic (n = 7, 1.8%), American 
Indian/Alaskan Native (n = 5, 1.3%), Asian/Pacific Islander (n = 4, 1.3%), and Did not indicate 
(n = 3, 0.8%). The distribution of ethnicity is displayed in Table 4.3. 
Table 4.3 
Ethnicity of College Seniors 
Ethnicity n % 
White 285 75.6 
Black  73 19.4 
Hispanic  7   1.8 
American Indian/ Alaskan 
Native  5   1.3 
Asian/Pacific Islander  4   1.1 
Did not indicate  3   0.8 
Total 377 100.0 
Note. 5 students did not respond to the variable ethnicity. 
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Number of Children.  The participating graduating college seniors were asked to report 
the number of children that they currently had.  The majority of the respondents (n = 296, 79.8%) 
indicated that they had no children with the M = 0.37 and SD = 0.90.  The number of children of 
the respondents ranged from zero children up to eight children.  Table 4.4 indicates the number 
of children respondents indicated. 
Table 4.4 
Number of Children indicated by College Seniors 
Number of Children N % 
No children 296 79.8 
1 child  34   9.2 
2 children  26   7.0 
3 children  11   2.9 
4 children   3   0.8 
8 children   1   0.3 
Total 371 100.0 
Note. 11 students did not respond to the variable number of children. M = 0.37, SD = 0.90. 
Cumulative College Grade Point Average.  Students were asked to indicate their 
current cumulative college grade point average.  Current cumulative college grade point 
averages, in ranges, are reported in Table 4.5.  The cumulative college grade point averages of 
the respondents ranged from a 2.00 to 4.00 with M = 3.08, SD = .048 and Mdn = 3.10. 
College Major.  Students were asked to indicate their specific college major choice.  
When analyzing the actual majors indicated by the students, the highest five frequencies were as 
follows: 1) Business Administration (n = 58, 15.3%); 2) Education (n = 45, 11.8%); 3) Nursing 
(n = 31, 8.2%) and Biology (n = 31, 8.2%); 4) Social Work (n = 24, 6.3%), and; 5) Louisiana 
Scholars’ College (n = 22, 5.8%). For the purpose of analysis, majors were grouped in  
accordance with the current college structure at the University.  The College of Business 




Cumulative College Grade Point Average of College Seniors 
Cumulative GPA Range n % 
2.00 – 2.49  42 12.2 
2.50 – 2.99  95 27.5 
3.00 – 3.49 120 34.8 
3.50 – 4.00  88 25.5 
Total 345 100.0 
Note.  37 students did not respond to the variable cumulative college grade point average. 
M = 3.08, SD = .048, Mdn = 3.10, Range of GPA’s = 2.00 to 4.00. 
 
of college major by college.  Appendix G presents the specific college majors of the respondents 
and frequencies. 
Table 4.6 
College Major Choice indicated by College Seniors 
College Major Choice by College n % 
College of Business  97 25.5 
College of Science & Technology  88 23.2 
College of Liberal Arts  86 22.6 
College of Education  45 11.8 
College of Nursing  31  8.2 
Louisiana Scholars’ College  22  5.8 
University College  11  2.9 
Total 380 100.0 
Note. 2 students did not respond to the variable College Major Choice 
 
Number of Academic Major Changes.  When asked to indicate the number of academic 
major changes, responses ranged from 0 to 7 with the M = 1.15 and SD = 1.22. The most 
frequently occurring response was no academic major changes (n = 144, 38.4%).  The majority 
of the respondents (n = 255 or 68.0%) indicated 0-1 major academic changes. Table 4.7 displays 




Number of Academic Major Changes indicated by College Seniors 
Number of Academic Major Changes n % 
0 144 38.4 
1 111 29.6 
2  62 16.5 
3  39 10.4 
4  17  4.5 
5   1  0.3 
7   1  0.3 
Total 375 100.0 
Note. 7 students did not respond the variable number of academic major changes.  
M = 1.15, SD = 1.22. 
 
Participation in Career Related Activities.  Students were asked to identify all career-
related activities that they participated in based on a list of current and past activities offered at 
the University.  The number of career related activities participated in ranged from 0 to 7 with 
the M = 1.27 and SD = 1.33.  Table 4.8 presents the number of career related activities the 
respondents indicated participation in at the University.   
Table 4.9 presents the frequency and percentage of utilization and non-utilization of 
career-related activities over the course of the respondent’s college career. The highest frequency 
(n = 154) of participation was indicated in the career activity part-time employment at the 
University. The lowest frequency (n = 10) of participation was reported in full-time employment 
placement.  It is important to note that for all activities, which include services and programs 




Participation in Career Related Activities by College Seniors 
Number of Career Related Activities n % 
Zero Activities 129 33.8 
1 Activity 126 33.0 
2 Activities   67 17.5 
3 Activities   31   8.1 
4  or more activities   29   7.6 
Total 382 100.0 
Note. M = 1.27, SD = 1.33, Range of activities = 0 to 7. 
 
categories.  Non-participation rates in the ten identified categories ranged from nearly 60% to 
nearly 98% by the respondents participating in this study.  Additionally, 34% (n = 129) indicated 
that they had not utilized any of the identified activities at the University over the course of their 
college careers at the University. 
Objective 2.   The second objective of this study was to determine the career decision-making 
self-efficacy of college seniors as indicated by the subscales of the CDSE-SF.  All 382  
respondents responded to all 25 items on the CDSE-SF.  The following scale (Betz, personal 
communication, March 30, 2003) was used as a guide for the interpretation of the responses in 
this study to coincide with the five response categories provided to the respondents: 
 1.00 – 1.50 No confidence 
 1.51 – 2.50 Very little confidence 
 2.51 – 3.50 Moderate Confidence 
 3.51 – 4.50 Much Confidence 





Frequency and Percentage of Utilization and Non-utilization of Career Related Activities 
Participation Statusa 
Yes No Career Related 
Activities n % n % 
Part-time Employment 
Placement 154 40.3 228 59.7 
Job Fair  78 20.4 304 79.6 
Orientation 1030 – 
Educational and 
Vocational Guidance 
 77 20.2 305 79.8 
Mock Interviews  28  7.3 354 92.7 
Individual Career 
Counseling Sessions  27  7.1 355 92.9 
On-campus Interviews  20  5.2 362 94.8 
Resume Workshop  17  4.5 365 95.5 
Standardized 
Assessment  17  4.5 365 95.5 
Computer Assisted 
Guidance 
Software(SIGI-Plus)  12 
 3.1 370 96.9 
Full-time Employment 
Placement  10  2.6 372 97.4 
aPS = Participation Status 
 
Overall mean scores on the subscales of the CDSE-SF are as follows:  (1) Self-Appraisal 
– 4.16; (2) Occupational Information – 4.07; (2) Goal Selection – 4.07; (4) Planning – 4.11, and; 
(5) Problem Solving – 4.06.  The mean subscale scores for the respondents in this study indicated 
that this group of college students has “much confidence” in their abilities to make career-related 
decisions.  Individual mean scores for each subscale on the CDSE-SF for all 382 respondents are 






Descriptive Statistics for Self-Appraisal, Occupational Information, Goal Selection, Planning and 
Problem Solving Subscale Scores 
Subscale Minimum Maximum M SD 
Self-Appraisal 1.0 5.0 4.16 0.62 
Planning 1.0 5.0 4.11 0.63 
Occupational Information 1.2 5.0 4.07 0.62 
Goal Selection 1.0 5.0 4.07 0.62 
Problem Solving 1.0 5.0 4.06 0.60 
Note. N = 382. Response Scale – 1 = No confidence at all; 2 = Very little confidence; 3 = Moderate Confidence; 4 = 
Much Confidence; 5 = Complete confidence.  Interpretive Scale – 1.00 – 1.50 No confidence; 1.51 to 2.50 = Very 
Little Confidence; 2.50 – 3.51 = Moderate Confidence; 3.51 – 4.50 = Much Confidence; 4.51 – 5.00 Complete 
Confidence. 
 
Objective 3.  The third objective of this study was to determine if a relationship existed between 
the selected demographic characteristics of college seniors and the subscale scores of the CDSE-
SF. 
Objective 3(a).  Objective 3(a) was to determine if a relationship existed between career 
decision-making self-efficacy and gender.  To investigate this, an independent samples t-test was 
used to analyze the data.  The independent samples t-test comparing the subscale mean scores of 
females and males yielded a significant difference between the means of the two groups on all 
subscales as shown in Table 4.11.  On all the subscales on the CDSE-SF, females indicated 
higher confidence levels in their ability to make career related decision than did males. 
Objective 3(b).  Objective 3(b) was to determine if a relationship existed between career 
decision-making self-efficacy and age.  To investigate this, the Pearson Product Moment 
correlation coefficient was used.  A Pearson correlation was calculated examining the 
relationship between age and all five of the subscales on the CDSE-SF.  All correlation 
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Table 4.11  
Independent Samples t-Test for Difference in Scores based on Gender 
Subscale Gender n M SD t p 
Problem Solving Female 232 4.16 .58   
 Male 148 3.92 .60 3.83 <.001 
       
Planning  Female 232 4.18 .58   
 Male 148 4.00 .69 2.71  .007 
       
Goal Selection Female 232 4.14 .59   
 Male 148 3.96 .66 2.69  .007 






4.14 .58   
 Male 148 3.98 .67 2.35   .02 
       
Self-Appraisal Female 232 4.23 .58   
 Male 148 4.07 .65 2.33   .02 
Note. N = 382 
coefficients produced by this analysis indicated little, if any correlation (Hinkle, Wiersma & Jurs, 
1988) and were not significant. Table 4.12 presents the results of the correlational analysis of age 
and the CDSE-SF subscale mean scores. 
Table 4.12 
Relationship Between Age and CDSE-SF Subscale Mean Scores  
Subscale N r p 
Goal Selection 372  .03 .54 
Planning 372  .02 .69 
Self-Appraisal 372 -.02 .62 
Occupational Information 372 -.01 .82 
Problem Solving 372 .002 .97 
Note. Two-tailed p values 
Objective 3(c).  Objective 3(c) was to determine if a relationship existed between career 
decision-making self-efficacy and marital status.  The variable marital status included six 
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choices, single, married, divorced, widowed, separated and other.  Three students indicated other 
but did not give any indication of what other type of marital status they consider themselves.  
Since the variable “Career decision-making self-efficacy” was measured on an interval scale of 
measurement and the variable marital status was measured as nominal data (with more than two 
categories) the most appropriate correlation coefficient to measure this relationship was the 
Cramer’s V.  However, since the Cramer’s V is difficult to interpret (Seaman, 2001) when a 
nominal variable is measured in more than two categories, and comparative statistics yield the 
same outcomes as the correlational procedures (e.g. if the variables are significantly correlated), 
at least one significant difference will be evident using analysis of variance. The results of an 
ANOVA are clearly more easily interpreted with these data therefore the ANOVA was selected 
as the preferred procedure to accomplish this objective.   
Results of the tests are presented in Table 4.13.  No significant differences among the 
groups on the various subscales were found. 
Table 4.13 
Analysis of Variance of the CDSE-SF Subscale Mean Scores by Marital Status 
Subscale df F p 
Problem Solving 3, 372 0.78 .97 
Occupational 
Information 
3, 372 0.59 .62 
Planning 3, 372 0.53 .66 
Goal Selection 3, 372 0.47 .70 
Self-Appraisal 3, 372 0.21 .89 
Note.  N = 376 
Objective 3(d).  Objective 3(d) was to determine if a relationship existed between career 
decision-making self-efficacy and ethnicity.  The variable ethnicity included six choices, Asian 
or Pacific Islander, American Indian/Alaskan Native, Black/African American (Non-  
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Hispanic), Hispanic, White (Non-Hispanic) and Other.  Three of the respondents indicated other 
but did not indicate any specific other ethnic group that they are considered.   
The use of the ANOVA procedure was decided based on the same rationale presented in 
Objective 3(c).  No significant F values were found, indicating that there were no significant 
differences among the groups.  Table 4.14 presents the F and p values regarding ethnicity. 
Table 4.14 
Analysis of Variance of the CDSE-SF Subscale Mean Scores by Ethnicity 
Subscale df F p 
Goal Selection 4, 369 0.97 .42 
Self-Appraisal 4, 369 0.90 .46 
Occupational Information 4, 369 0.83 .51 
Planning 4, 369 0.73 .57 
Problem Solving 4, 369 0.46 .76 
Note.  N = 374 
Objective 3(e).  Objective 3(e) was to determine if a relationship existed between career 
decision-making self- efficacy and number of children. To investigate this, the Pearson Product 
Moment correlation coefficient was used.  A Pearson correlation was calculated examining the 
relationship between the number of children indicated by the college senior and all five of the 
subscales on the CDSE-SF.  All correlation coefficients produced by this analysis indicated little, 
if any correlation (Hinkle, Wiersma & Jurs, 1988) and were not significant. Table 4.15 presents 
the results of the correlational analysis of number of children and the CDSE-SF subscale mean 
scores. (See Table 4.15). 
Objective 3(f).  Objective 3(f) was to determine if a relationship existed between career 
decision-making self-efficacy and the student’s cumulative college grade point average. This 




Relationship Between Number of Children and CDSE-SF Subscale Mean Scores  
Subscale n r p 
Planning 371 -.10 .05 
Self-Appraisal 371 -.08 .13 
Goal Selection 371 -.07 .18 
Problem Solving 371 -.07 .17 
Occupational Information 371 -.06 .25 
Note. Two-tailed p values 
Pearson correlation was calculated examining the relationship between cumulative college grade 
point average and the CDSE-SF subscale mean scores.  All correlation coefficients produced by 
this analysis indicated little, if any correlation (Hinkle, Wiersma & Jurs, 1988) and were not 
significant. Table 4.16 presents the results of the correlational analysis of cumulative college 
grade point average and the CDSE-SF subscale mean scores. 
Table 4.16 
Relationship Between Cumulative College Grade Point Average and CDSE-SF Subscale Mean 
Scores  
Subscale n r p 
Problem Solving 345 .05 .36 
Occupational Information 345 .04 .50 
Goal Selection 345 .03 .59 
Self-Appraisal 345 .02 .69 
Planning 345 .01 .88 
Note. Two-tailed p values    
Objective 3(g).  Objective 3(g) was to determine if a relationship between career 
decision-making self-efficacy and college major choice.  To analyze the differences in the 
subscale mean scores on the CDSE-SF based on college major choice the ANOVA procedure 
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was used.  The use of the ANOVA procedure was decided based on the same rationale presented 
in Objective 3(c).   
Actual college academic major was grouped based on the current college structure at the 
University.  This resulted in the following categories: Business, Education, Liberal Arts, 
Scholars’ College, Nursing, Science and Technology, and University College.  The results of the 
ANOVA for each of the subscale scores are presented in Table 4.17.  Significant F values were 
found for three of the five subscales examined.  The significant F-values were found for the 
subscales Occupational Information, Goal Selection and Planning.  The Tukey’s honestly 
significant difference test was used following the significant ANOVA to test differences between 
all possible pairs of means.  Each of these comparisons is presented in a relevant ANOVA table 
with accompanying post-hoc comparisons. 
Table 4.17 
Analysis of Variance of the CDSE-SF Subscale Mean Scores by College Major Choice 
Subscale df F p 
Occupational Information 6, 373 2.71 .01 
Goal Selection 6, 373 2.70 .01 
Planning 6, 373 2.55 .02 
Self-Appraisal 6, 373 1.33 .24 
Problem Solving 6, 373 1.22 .30 
Note.  N = 380 
 When computing the ANOVA comparing the college major choices of the students, a 
significant difference was found among the college major choices (F(6,373) = 2.71, p = .01) on 
the Occupational Information subscale. Table 4.18 presents the analysis of variance information 




Analysis of Variance of the Occupational Information Subscale by College Major Choice 
Source df SS F p 
Between Groups  6   6.09 2.71 .01 
Within Groups 373 139.61   
Total 379 145.70   
 
Tukey’s post hoc multiple comparison test was used to follow up the significant F value 
to determine specifically which groups were different.  Results of this procedure revealed that 
the mean Occupational Information subscale score of students in the College of Education were 
significantly higher than the mean subscale scores of those students in the University College. 
Therefore, the students in the College of Education indicated higher confidence levels in 
occupational information skills than those students in the University College.  For the entire 
sample of 380 students the Occupational Information mean subscale score was 4.07.  Table 4.19 
provides the Occupational Information mean subscale scores and identifies the significant 
comparisons as shown with superscript annotations. 
When computing the ANOVA comparing the college major choices of the students, a 
significant difference was found among the college major choices (F(6, 373) = 2.70, p = .01) on 
the Goal Selection subscale.  Table 4.20 presents the analysis of variance information regarding 
the significant college major choice finding. 
 Tukey’s post hoc multiple comparison test was used to follow up the significant F 
value to determine specifically which groups were different.  Results of this procedure revealed 
that the mean Goal Selection subscale scores of students in the College of Education were  
significantly higher than the mean subscale scores of those students in the Colleges of Business, 






Occupational Information Mean Subscale Scores for College Major Choices 
College Major n M SD 
Education 45 4.32a  .51 
Nursing 31 4.23ab .84 
Business 97 4.06ab .54 
Scholars’ College 22 4.04ab .61 
Science & Technology 88 4.04ab .65 
Liberal Arts 86 4.00ab .57 
University College 11 3.64b .78 
Note. F (6, 373) = 2.71, p = .01. 




Analysis of Variance of the Goal Selection Subscale by College Major Choice 
Source df SS F p 
Between Groups 6 6.09 2.70 .01 
Within Groups 373 140.22   
Total 379 146.31   
 
the College of Education scored significantly higher than students in the Colleges of Business, 
Liberal Arts and the University College on the Goal Selection subscale. For the entire sample of 
380 students the Goal Selection mean subscale score was 4.07.  Table 4.21 provides the Goal 
Selection mean subscale scores and identifies the significant comparisons as shown with 
superscript annotations. 
When computing the ANOVA comparing the college major choices of the students, a 




Goal Selection Mean Subscale Scores for College Major Choices 
College Major n M SD 
Education 45 4.32a .45 
Nursing 31 4.23ab .95 
Business 97 4.06b .54 
Scholars’ College 22 4.04ab .64 
Science & Technology 88 4.04ab .61 
Liberal Arts 86 4.00b .64 
University College 11 3.64b .63 
Note. F (6, 373) = 2.70, p = .01. 
a,b Means not sharing a common superscript are significantly different at p < .05 (Tukey’s post hoc multiple 
comparison test) 
 
the Planning subscale. Table 4.22 presents the analysis of variance information regarding the 
significant college major choice finding. 
Table 4.22 
Analysis of Variance of the Planning Subscale by College Major Choice 
Source df SS F p 
Between Groups 6   5.89 2.55 .02 
Within Groups 373 143.86   
Total 379 149.75   
 
Tukey’s post hoc multiple comparison test was used to follow up the significant F value 
to determine specifically which groups were different.  Results of this procedure revealed that 
the mean Goal Selection subscale scores of students in the College of Education scored 
significantly higher than students in the University College, on the Planning subscale. The  
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students in the College of Education indicated higher confidence levels in planning abilities than  
students in the University College. For the entire sample of 380 students the mean Planning 
subscale score was 4.11.  Table 4.23 provides the Planning subscale mean scores and identifies 
the significant comparisons as shown with superscript annotations. 
Table 4.23 
 
Planning Subscale Mean Scores for College Major Choices 
College Major n M SD 
Education 45 4.36a .47 
Nursing 31 4.17ab .88 
Science & Technology 88 4.11ab .66 
Business 97 4.08ab .53 
Liberal Arts 86 4.07ab .62 
Scholars’ College 22 4.04ab .47 
University College 11 3.62b .93 
Note. F (6, 373) = 2.55, p = .02. 
a,b Means not sharing a common superscript are significantly different at p < .05 (Tukey’s post hoc multiple 
comparison test) 
 
Objective 3(h).  Objective 3(h) was to determine if a relationship existed between career 
decision-making self-efficacy and the number of times the senior changed academic majors.  
This objective was accomplished using the Pearson Product Moment correlation coefficient.  A  
Pearson correlation was calculated examining the relationship between number of times senior 
has changed academic major and all five of the subscales on the CDSE-SF.  The correlation 
coefficient produced by this analysis for the Goal Selection subscale indicated little, if any 
correlation (Hinkle, Wiersma & Jurs, 1988) and was significant (r(375) = -.11, p = .03). Those 
subjects with a higher frequency of academic major changes have less confidence in Goal 
Selection abilities.  The remaining analysis did not indicate a significant relationship.  Table 4.24 
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presents the result of the correlational analysis of number of times senior changed academic 
major and the CDSE-SF subscale mean scores.  
Table 4.24 
Relationship Between Number of Times Senior has Changed Academic Major and CDSE-SF 
Subscale Mean Scores  
Subscale n r p 
Goal Selection 375 -.11  .03 
Occupational Information 375 -.02 .68 
Planning 375 -.01 .80 
Self-Appraisal 375  .01 .84 
Problem Solving 375  .01 .86 
Note. Two-tailed p values 
Objective 3(i).  Objective 3(i) was to determine if a relationship existed between career 
decision-making self-efficacy and the career-related activities the student has participated in 
while at the university.  This objective was accomplished using the independent samples t-test 
procedure to compare those students who indicated participation and those students who did not  
indicate participation in a particular activity.   
 An independent samples t-test comparing the mean subscale scores of participants and 
non-participants in Orientation 1030 found no significant differences between the means of the 
two groups on all the subscales. (See Table 4.25). 
No significant differences were found between the mean subscale scores of  
participants and non-participants for the career activity job fair. Table 4.26 presents the t and p 






Independent Samples t-test for Difference in Mean Subscale Scores based on Utilization and 
Non-Utilization of Career-Related Activities (Orientation 1030 – Educational and Vocational 
Guidance) 
Activity Subscale PSa n M SD t p 
Occupational 
Information Yes 77 4.06 .62  .23  .82 
 No 305 4.07 .62   
Goal Selection Yes 77 4.09 .61 -.38  .71 
 No 305 4.06 .69   
Problem Solving Yes 77 4.09 .63 -.41 -.68 
 No 305 4.06 .60   
Self-Appraisal Yes 77 4.19 .63 -.42  .68 
 No 305 4.16 .61   
Planning Yes 77 4.17 .67 -.96  .34 
OR1030b 
 No 305 4.09 .62   
aPS = Participation Status; bOrientation 1030 – Educational and Vocational Guidance  
 
Table 4.26 
Independent Samples t-test for Difference in Mean Subscale Scores based on Utilization and 
Non-Utilization of Career-Related Activities (Job Fair) 
Activity Subscale PSa n M SD t p 
Goal Selection Yes  78 3.95 .67 1.84 .07 
 No 304 4.10 .61   
Planning Yes  78 4.00 .67 1.68 .09 
 No 304 4.13 .62   
Problem Solving Yes  78 3.97 .64 1.58 .11 
 No 304 4.09 .59   
Self-Appraisal Yes  78 4.07 .69 1.47 .14 
 No 304 4.19 .59   
Occupational 
Information Yes  78 4.00 .62 1.06 .29 
Job Fairb 
 No 304 4.08 .62   
aPS = Participation Status; bJob Fair (Teacher, Summer, Criminal Justice, etc.)  
 
An independent samples t-test was performed to compare the mean scores of participants 
and non-participants based on the career activity Career Information Search. No significant 
differences were found between the means of the two-participation status groups on all of the 




Independent Samples t-test for Difference in Mean Subscale Scores based on Utilization and 
Non-Utilization of Career-Related Activities (Career Information Search) 
Activity Subscale PSa n M SD t p 
Goal Selection Yes  48 4.02 .55   .63 .53 
 No 334 4.07 .63   
Occupational 
Information Yes  48 4.09 .61  -.19 .85 
 No 334 4.07 .62     
Problem Solving Yes  48 4.09 .58  -.35 .72 
 No 334 4.06 .61   
Planning Yes  48 4.14 .56  -.36 .72 
 No 334 4.10 .64   
Self-Appraisal Yes  48 4.25 .52 -1.04 .30 
Career Info 
Searchb 
 No 334 4.15 .63   
aPS = Participation Status; bCareer Information Search in Career Library located in the Office of Counseling and 
Career Services  
 
An independent samples t-test was performed to compare the mean scores of participants 
and non-participants based on the career activity Individual Career Counseling Session. No 
significant differences were found between the means of the two-participation status groups on 
all of the subscales. (See Table 4.28). 
Table 4.28 
 
Independent Samples t-test for Difference in Mean Subscale Scores based on Utilization and 
Non-Utilization of Career-Related Activities (Individual Career Counseling Sessions) 
Activity Subscale PSa n M SD t p 
Problem Solving Yes  27 4.07 .47 -.03 .97 
 No 355 4.06 .61   
Planning Yes  27 4.12 .48 -.10 .92 
 No 355 4.10 .64   
Self-Appraisal Yes  27 4.18 .47 -.19 .85 
 No 355 4.16 .63   
Goal Selection Yes  27 3.99 .54 -.67 .50 
 No 355 4.07 .63   
Occupational 
Information Yes  27 4.00 .58 -.81 .41 
ICCSb 
 No 355 4.07 .62   
aPS = Participation Status; bIndividual Career Counseling Sessions  
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An independent samples t-test was performed to compare the mean scores of participants 
and non-participants based on the utilization of the Computer Assisted Guidance Software  
SIGI-Plus.  No significant differences were found between the means of the two groups on all of 
the subscales. (See Table 4.29). 
Table 4.29 
 
Independent Samples t-test for Difference in Mean Subscale Scores based on Utilization and 
Non-Utilization of Career-Related Activities (Computer Assisted Guidance Software – SIGI 
Plus) 
Activity Subscale PSa n M SD t p 
Occupational 
Information Yes  12 4.18 .53  -.63 .53 
 No 370 4.07 .62   
Problem Solving Yes  12 4.18 .49  -.70 .48 
 No 370 4.06 .61   
Self-Appraisal Yes  12 4.33 .40  -.97 .33 
 No 370 4.15 .62   
Goal Selection Yes  12 4.28 .58 -1.21 .23 
 No 370 4.06 .62   
Planning Yes  12 4.35 .35 -1.35 .18 
CAGSb 
 No 370 4.10 .64   
aPS = Participation Status; bComputer Assisted Guidance Software – SIGI Plus 
 
An independent samples t-test comparing the mean scores of participants indicating 
taking part in part time employment and non-participants of this program.  No significant 
differences were found between the means of the two groups on all of the subscales. (See Table 
4.30). 
An independent samples t-test was performed to compare the mean subscale scores of 
participants and non-participants in the career activity full-time employment placement. No 
significant differences were found between the two groups on any of the subscale mean scores.  







Independent Samples t-test for Difference in Mean Subscale Scores based on Utilization and 
Non-Utilization of Career-Related Activities (Part-Time Employment Placement) 
Activity Subscale PSa n M SD t p 
Planning Yes 154 4.08 .62   .70 .48 
 No 228 4.12 .64   
Goal Selection Yes 154 4.04 .58   .62 .53 
 No 228 4.08 .65   
Occupational 
Information Yes 154 4.08 .60  -.36 .72 
 No 228 4.06 .63   
Self-Appraisal Yes 154 4.18 .58  -.38 .71 
 No 228 4.15 .64   
Problem Solving Yes 154 4.11 .57 -1.23 .22 
PTEb 
 No 228 4.03 .62   
aPS = Participation Status; bPart-time employment placement (on-campus-Student Employment or off-campus-Job 




Independent Samples t-test for Difference in Mean Subscale Scores based on Utilization and 
Non-Utilization of Career-Related Activities (Full-Time Employment Placement) 
Activity Subscale PSa n M SD t p 
Problem Solving Yes 10 4.04 .50  .12 .90 
 No 372 4.06 .61   
Planning Yes 10 4.10 .61  .03 .97 
 No 372 4.11 .63   
Occupational 
Information Yes 10 4.16 .50 -.45 .65 
 No 372 4.07 .62   
Goal Selection Yes 10 4.24 .56 -.89 .38 
 No 372 4.06 .62   
Self-Appraisal Yes 10 4.34 .50 -.92 .36 
FTEb 
 No 372 4.16 .62   
aPS = Participation Status; b Full-time employment placement  
 
An independent samples t-test was performed to compare the mean subscale scores of 
participants and non-participants in the career activity Resume Workshop.  The analysis found 






Independent Samples t-test for Difference in Mean Subscale Scores based on Utilization and 
Non-Utilization of Career-Related Activities (Resume Workshop) 
Activity Subscale PSa n M SD t p 
Planning Yes 17 4.19 .60 -.54 .59 
 No 365 4.10 .63   
Goal Selection Yes 17 4.19 .53 -.80 .42 
 No 365 4.06 .63   
Problem Solving Yes 17 4.19 .53 -.87 .38 
 No 365 4.06 .61   
Self-Appraisal Yes 17 4.3 .52 -.98 .33 
 No 365 4.16 .62   
Occupational 
Information Yes 17 4.30 .52 -1.51 .13 
Resume 
Workshop 
 No 365 4.06 .62   
aPS = Participation Status 
 
An independent samples t-test was performed to compare the mean subscale scores of 
participants and non-participants in the career activity mock interviews. The analysis found no 
significant differences between the groups on all of the subscales. (See Table 4.33). 
Table 4.33 
 
Independent Samples t-test for Difference in Mean Subscale Scores based on Utilization and 
Non-Utilization of Career-Related Activities (Mock Interviews) 
Activity Subscale PSa n M SD t p 
Occupational 
Information Yes 28 3.95 .63 1.08 .23 
 No 354 4.08 .62   
Problem Solving Yes 28 3.96 .53  .90 .37 
 No 354 4.07 .61   
Goal Selection Yes 28 3.99 .60  .68 .50 
 No 354 4.07 .62   
Planning Yes 28 4.11 .65  .06 .95 
 No 354 4.10 .63   
Self-Appraisal Yes 28 4.16 .52 -.01 .99 
Mockb 
 No 354 4.16 .62   




An independent samples t-test comparing the mean subscale scores of participants and 
non-participants in the career activity on-campus interviews, found no significant differences 




Independent Samples t-test for Difference in Mean Subscale Scores based on Utilization and 
Non-Utilization of Career-Related Activities (On-Campus Interviews) 
Activity Subscale PSa n M SD t p 
Occupational 
Information Yes 20 3.96 .61  .83 .41 
 No 362 4.08 .62   
Problem Solving Yes 20 3.98 .57  .63 .53 
 No 362 4.07 .61   
Goal Selection Yes 20 4.01 .55  .44 .66 
 No 362 4.07 .63   
Self-Appraisal Yes 20 4.11 .71  .40 .70 
 No 362 4.17 .61   
Planning Yes 20 4.12 .67 -.10 .93 
OCIb 
 No 362 4.11 .63   
aPS = Participation Status; bOn-Campus Interviews 
 
An independent samples t-test was performed to compare the mean subscale scores of 
participants and non-participants in the career activity standardized assessment.  The analysis 
found no significant differences between the means of the two groups on all of the subscales. 
(See Table 4.35). 
Objective 4.  Objective four was to determine if a model existed which explained a significant 
portion of the variance in the mean subscale scores of the CDSE-SF from the following 
measures:  gender, age, marital status, ethnicity, number of children, cumulative college grade 
point average, college major choice, number of times senior has changed academic major, and 
participation in career related activities.  The analysis of this objective was accomplished by 




Independent Samples t-test for Difference in Mean Subscale Scores based on Utilization and 
Non-Utilization of Career-Related Activities (Standardized Assessment) 
Activity Subscale PSa n M SD t p 
Goal Selection Yes  17 3.94 .66 .87 .38 
 No 365 4.07 .62   
Occupational 
Information Yes  17 3.96 .67  .73 .47 
 No 365 4.07 .62   
Problem Solving Yes  17 4.00 .64  .44 .66 
 No 365 4.06 .60   
Self-Appraisal Yes  17 4.15 .56  .07 .94 
 No 365 4.16 .62   
Planning Yes  17 4.23 .68 -.86 .39 
Assessb 
 No 365 4.10 .63   
aPS = Participation Status; bStandardized Assessment  
 
five separate regression analyses were calculated.  A stepwise entry of the variables was used in 
this model.  All five of the regression equations included variables that contributed at least one 
percent to the explained variance as long as the overall model remained significant. 
The dependent variables in this analysis were the mean scores on each of the subscales of 
the CDSE-SF, Self-Appraisal, Occupational Information, Goal Selection, Problem Solving, and 
Planning.  Three of the independent variables, ethnicity, marital status, and college major choice, 
were transformed into new variables that were dichotomous in nature.   
For the variable ethnicity, five different ethnic groups and a did not indicate category 
were reported by respondents in the study.  The appropriate procedure would have been to create 
a dichotomous variable from each of the reported categories.  However, only the categories of 
“White” and “Black” had sufficient numbers of reported cases to be included as separate 
variables in the analysis.  Therefore, the researcher created only two ethnic group variables that 
included the following: White/Non-White and Black/Non-Black.  These two dichotomous 
variables were then included as independent variables in the regression analysis.   
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Similarly, two variables were created from the responses to the item regarding marital 
status of subjects.  Subjects originally reported four different marital status groups and did not 
indicate category.  The categories of “Single” and “Married” had a sufficient number of cases to 
be considered as separate variables in the analysis.  Therefore the researcher created only two 
marital status variables that included the following: Single/Not Single and Married/Not Married.  
These two dichotomous variables were then included as independent variables in the regression 
analysis.   
A total of seven variables were created from the responses to the question regarding the 
college major choice of the subjects.  Subjects reported a total of 25 different college major 
choices.  Many of the college majors did not have a sufficient number of cases to be considered 
for the analysis.  Therefore, the transformation of the independent variable college major choice 
resulted in seven new variables based on the current college structure at the University.  They 
were (1) College of Business; (2) College of Education; (3) College of Liberal Arts; (4) 
Louisiana Scholars’ College; (5) College of Nursing; (6) College of Science & Technology; and 
(7) University College.  The process of coding the all of the dichotomous variables consisted of 
recoding the original variable in SPSS® and assigning a “1” if the responded indicated a 
presence of the characteristic and a “0” if the respondent indicated an absence of the 
characteristic. 
The independent variables included in the analysis were examined for the presence of 
multicollinearity.  The preferred method of assessing multicollinearity according to Lewis-Beck 
(1980) is to regress each independent variable on all the other independent variables so that the 
relationship of each independent variable with all of the other independent variables is 
considered.  Lewis-Beck further explained that when any of the R2s from equations that result 
from this procedure is near 1.0, there is high multicollinearity.  When the cumulative R was 
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checked to determine whether or not it approached 1.0, multicollinearity problems arose with the 
seven dummy coded variables representing whether or not students were enrolled in each of the 
seven colleges.  For example, the variable whether or not students were enrolled in the College 
of Business was collinear with the combination of variables whether or not the student was 
enrolled in the College of Education,… the College of Liberal Arts,… the College of Nursing, … 
the College of Science & Technology,… the Scholars’ College, and… the University College.   
Therefore, one of the seven dummy coded variables had to be eliminated from the analysis.  The 
variable that was found to have the lowest relationship with the dependent variables was selected 
for elimination from the analysis.  This variable was whether or not the student was enrolled in 
the Scholars’ College.  Therefore, this variable was eliminated from the analysis, and the 
multicollinearity check was performed again to verify that this procedure eliminated the 
collinearity problem in the data. 
For descriptive purposes, the two-way correlations between factors used as independent 
variables in the regression and self-appraisal subscale mean scores are presented in Table 4.36.  
At least three of these variables were found to have significant bivariate correlations with the 
mean scores on the Self-Appraisal subscale. 
Table 4.36 
Relationship Between Selected Demographic Characteristics and the Self-Appraisal Subscale 
Mean Scores 
Characteristic                 r p 
College of Education .13 .01 
Gender -.11 .02 
Job Fair -.10 .04 
Number of Children -.09 .05 
College of Business -.08 .08 
University College -.08 .08 
CAGS-SIGIa .06 .16 
White/Non-White .05 .17 
Full time employment placement .05 .18 
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Table 4.36 (continued) 
Career Information Search .05 .19 
Black/Non-Black .05 .20 
On-Campus Interviews -.04 .26 
Cumulative College GPA .03 .32 
Age  -.03 .32 
Resume Workshop .02 .37 
Mock Interviews -.02 .38 
Standardized Assessment .02 .40 
Major Changesb -.01 .40 
College of Nursing .01 .43 
Married/Not Married .01 .43 
Individual Career Counseling .01 .44 
Single/Not Single -.01 .45 
College of Liberal Arts -.01 .46 
College of Science & Technology -.01 .46 
Orientation 1030 .003 .48 
Part time employment placement .001 .49 
aComputer Assisted Guidance Software-SIGI Plus 
bNumber of times senior has changed academic major 
 
The first regression analysis which involved regressing the independent variables against 
the dependent variable, self-appraisal subscale mean score, resulted in a significant model, F(3, 
370) = 4.01, p = .008.  The regression model summary shows that the independent variables 
whether or not the student was enrolled in the College of Education, gender and number of  
children entered into the model.  Table 4.37 presents the results of the multiple regression 
analysis.  The variable that entered the regression model first was whether or not the student was 
enrolled in the College of Education.  This variable explained 1.6% of the variance in mean 
scores on the self-appraisal subscale.  The variables gender and number of children explained an 
additional 2.2% collectively of the variance in the mean subscale scores of self-appraisal. These 
three variables explained a total of 3.8% of the variance in mean subscale scores on the self-
appraisal subscale (see Table 4.37). 
The first variable that entered this regression model, whether or not the student was 
enrolled in the College of Education, tended to be associated with an increase in mean scores on 
the Self-Appraisal subscale.  The two remaining variables, gender, specifically being male, and 
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number of children, tended to be associated with decreases in Self-Appraisal subscale mean 
scores.  In this study, the coding of the variable gender was designated as Female = 0 and Male = 
1.  See Table 4.37 for standardized beta coefficient values. 
Table 4.37 
 
Multiple Regression Analysis of Self-Appraisal Subscale Mean Scores 
Source df SS F p 
Regression 3   4.59 4.01 .008 
Residual 307 117.20   
Total 310 121.79   
 
Variables in the Equation 









College of Education .016 .016 5.02 .03 .12 
Gender .012 .028 3.80 .05 -.12 
No. of children .010 .038 3.10 .08 -.10 
 
Variables not in the Equation 
Variables t p 
Full-time employment placement .96 .34 
Black/Non-Black .94 .35 
CAGS-SIGIb .78 .44 
Married/Not Married .63 .53 
Age .60 .55 
College of Nursing .45 .65 
White/Non-White .45 .65 
Career Information Search .44 .66 
Orientation 1030 .37 .71 
Individual Career Counseling .33 .74 
College of Liberal Arts .30 .77 
Standardized Assessment .24 .81 
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Table 4.37 (continued) 
College of Science & Technology .20 .84 
Resume Workshop .15 .88 
Cumulative Grade Point Average -.18 .86 
Major changesa -.19 .85 
Part-time employment placement -.22 .82 
Single/Not Single -.57 .57 
College of Business -.74 .46 
On-campus Interviews -.81 .42 
University College -.92 .36 
Mock Interviews -1.03 .30 
Job Fair -1.23 .22 
aNumber of times senior has changed academic major. 
bComputer Assisted Guidance Software-SIGI Plus. 
 
For descriptive purposes, the two-way correlations between factors used as independent 
variables in the regression and Occupational Information subscale mean scores are presented in 
Table 4.38.  At least three of these variables were found to have significant bivariate correlations 
with the mean scores on the Occupational Information subscale. 
Table 4.38 
 
Relationship Between Selected Demographic Characteristics and the Occupational Information 
Subscale Mean Scores 
Characteristic r p 
College of Education .16 .003 
Gender -.12 .02 
University College -.12 .02 
Resume Workshop .07 .10 
Job Fair -.07 .11 
Individual Career Counseling -.06 .15 
On-Campus Interviews -.05 .17 
College of Nursing .04 .22 
College of Liberal Arts -.04 .22 
College of Science & Technology -.04 .23 
Mock Interviews -.04 .24 
Number of Children -.04 .25 
Major Changesa -.04 .25 
Cumulative College GPA .03 .27 
White/Non-White .03 .30 
Career Information Search .03 .31 
Part time employment placement .03 .33 
Married/Not Married .02 .35 
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Table 4.38 (continued) 
Orientation 1030 -.02 .35 
Full time employment placement .02 .36 
Standardized Assessment -.02 .37 
CAGS-SIGIb .02 .38 
College of Business -.02 .38 
Age  .02 .39 
Single/Not Single -.01 .40 
Black/Non-Black .003 .48 
aNumber of times senior has changed academic major 
bComputer Assisted Guidance Software-SIGI Plus 
 
The second regression analysis involved regressing all of the independent variables 
against the dependent variable Occupational Information resulted in a significant model, F(3, 
309) = 5.09, p = .002.  In this analysis the independent variables whether or not the student was 
enrolled in the College of Education, whether or not the student was enrolled in the University 
College and gender entered into the model.  Whether or not the student was enrolled in the 
College of Education entered the regression model first and provided explanation of 2.5% of the 
variance in mean scores on the Occupational Information subscale.   
Whether or not the student was enrolled in the University College and gender explained 
an additional 2.3% of the variance, bringing the total variance explained to 4.8% by the three 
independent variables.  Table 4.39 presents the results of the multiple regression analysis. 
The first variable that entered the second regression model, whether or not the student 
was enrolled in the College of Education, tended to be associated with an increase in mean 
scores on the Occupational Information subscale.  The two remaining variables, whether or not 
the student was enrolled in the University College and gender, specifically being male, tended to 
be associated with decreases in Occupational Information subscale mean scores.    See Table 





Multiple Regression Analysis of Occupational Information Subscale Mean Scores 
Source df SS F p 
Regression 3   6.09 5.09 .002 
Residual 307 122.41   
Total 310 128.50   
 










College of Education .025 .025 7.85 .005 .16 
University College .013 .038 4.10   .04 -.10 
Gender .010 .048 3.15   .08 -.11 
 
Variables not in the Equation 
Variables t p 
Resume Workshop 1.18 .24 
College of Nursing .87 .39 
Age .45 .65 
Full-time employment placement .42 .67 
College of Business .29 .77 
Part-time employment placement .18 .86 
White/Non-White .18 .86 
Black/Non-Black .14 .89 
Married/Not Married .12 .90 
Single/Not Single .08 .94 
Career Information Search .05 .96 
CAGS-SIGIa .05 .96 
Cumulative Grade Point Average -.07 .95 
College of Science & Technology -.26 .79 
Orientation 1030 -.27 .79 
Standardized Assessment -.31 .75 
Major changesb -.47 .64 
College of Liberal Arts -.60 .55 
 
70 
Table 4.39 (continued) 
No. of children -.67 .50 
Job Fair -.75 .45 
On-campus Interviews -.95 .34 
Mock Interviews -1.47 .14 
Individual Career Counseling -1.62 .10 
aComputer Assisted Guidance Software-SIGI Plus 
bNumber of times senior has changed academic major 
 
For descriptive purposes, the two-way correlations between factors used as independent 
variables in the regression and Goal Selection subscale mean scores are presented in Table 4.40.  
At least five of these variables were found to have significant bivariate correlations with the 
mean scores on the Goal Selection subscale. 
Table 4.40 
 
Relationship Between Selected Demographic Characteristics and the Goal Selection Subscale 
Mean Scores 
Characteristic r p 
College of Education .19                  <.001   
Job Fair -.15  .005 
Gender -.11 .03 
Major Changesa -.11 .03 
Number of Children -.10 .04 
University College -.09 .07 
College of Nursing .08 .08 
Age  .08 .09 
CAGS-SIGIb .07 .12 
Mock Interviews -.07 .12 
Black/Non-Black .06 .13 
College of Science & Technology -.06 .14 
White/Non-White .06 .15 
Full time employment placement .06 .17 
On-Campus Interviews -.05 .17 
Part time employment placement -.05 .19 
College of Business -.05 .20 
College of Liberal Arts -.05 .21 
Individual Career Counseling -.05 .21 
Standardized Assessment -.04 .22 
Cumulative College GPA .04 .24 
Resume Workshop .03 .29 
Career Information Search -.03 .29 
Single/Not Single -.03 .32 
 
71 
Table 4.40 (continued) 
Married/Not Married .02 .34 
Orientation 1030 .02 .37 
aNumber of times senior has changed academic major 
bComputer Assisted Guidance Software-SIGI Plus 
 
The third regression analysis, which involved regressing the independent variables 
against the dependent variable of Goal Selection, resulted in a significant model, F(4, 305) = 
6.15, p = <.001.  The regression model summary shows that the independent variables whether 
or not the student was enrolled in the College of Education, Job Fair, Mock Interview and 
number of time senior has changed academic major entered into the model.  Table 4.41 presents 
the results of the multiple regression analysis.  The variable that entered the regression model 
first was whether or not the student was enrolled in the College of Education.  This variable 
explained 3.5% of the variance in mean scores on the Goal Selection subscale. 
The remaining variables that entered the model explained an additional 3.5% of the 
variance in the mean subscale scores of Goal Selection. In total, all five of the variables 
explained 7.0% of the variance in mean subscale scores on the Goal Selection subscale (See 
Table 4.41). 
The first variable that entered the third regression model, whether or not the student was 
enrolled in the College of Education, tended to be associated with an increase in mean scores on 
the Goal Selection subscale.  The three remaining variables, job fair participation, mock 
interview participation and number of times student changed academic major, tended to be 
associated with decreases in Goal Selection subscale mean scores.    See Table 4.41 for 





Multiple Regression Analysis of Goal Selection Subscale Mean Scores 
 Source df SS F p 
Regression 4   8.50 6.15 <.001 
Residual 305 105.23   
Total 309 113.73   
 










College of Education .035 .035 11.32   .001 .20 
Job Fair .016 .052   5.25 .02 -.12 
Mock Interview .012 .064   3.92 .05 -.12 
Major Changesa .011 .075   3.63 .05 -.11 
aNumber of times senior has changed academic major 
 
Variables not in the Equation 
Variables t     p 
College of Nursing 1.62 .11 
Black/Non-Black 1.39 .17 
CAGS-SIGIa 1.31 .19 
Age 1.30 .19 
Resume Workshop 1.04 .30 
Full-time employment placement .86 .39 
White/Non-White .86 .39 
Orientation 1030 .69 .49 
College of Liberal Arts .20 .84 
Married/Not Married .06 .95 
College of Science & Technology .04 .96 
Single/Not Single -.12 .90 
Cumulative Grade Point Average -.17 .86 
Career Information Search -.22 .82 
On-campus Interviews -.37 .71 
College of Business -.50 .62 
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Table 4.41 (continued) 
Standardized Assessment -.63 .53 
Individual Career Counseling -.68 .49 
Part-time employment placement -.86 .39 
University College -1.12 .26 
No. of children -1.75 .08 
aComputer Assisted Guidance Software-SIGI Plus 
 
For descriptive purposes, the two-way correlations between factors used as independent 
variables in the regression and Planning subscale mean scores are presented in Table 4.42.  At 
least five of these variables were found to have significant bivariate correlations with the mean 
scores on the Planning subscale. 
Table 4.42 
 
Relationship Between Selected Demographic Characteristics and the Planning Subscale Mean 
Scores 
Characteristic r p 
College of Education .16  .002 
University College -.13 .01 
College of Nursing .12 .02 
White/Non-White .12 .02 
Gender -.11 .03 
Job Fair -.09 .05 
CAGS-SIGIa .07 .12 
Standardized Assessment .06 .14 
Part time employment placement -.06 .15 
College of Business -.06 .17 
Age  .05 .18 
Career Information Search .05 .18 
College of Science & Technology -.05 .18 
Orientation 1030 .04 .22 
Major Changesb .03 .29 
College of Liberal Arts -.03 .29 
Mock Interviews -.03 .29 
Resume Workshop .03 .32 
Black/Non-Black .02 .34 
Number of Children -.02 .35 
Single/Not Single -.02 .39 
On-Campus Interviews -.02 .40 
Married/Not Married .01 .41 
Cumulative College GPA .01 .42 
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Table 4.42 (continued) 
Full time employment placement .01 .43 
Individual Career Counseling -.01 .43 
aComputer Assisted Guidance Software-SIGI Plus 
bNumber of times senior has changed academic major 
 
The fourth regression analysis involved regressing all of the independent variables 
against the dependent variable Planning.  This analysis resulted in a significant model, F(2, 305) 
= 7.46, p = .001, in which the independent variables whether or not the student was enrolled in 
the College of Education and whether or not the student was enrolled in the College of Nursing 
entered into the model.  Whether or not the student was enrolled in the College of Education 
entered the regression model first and provided explanation for 2.7% of the variance in mean 
scores on the Planning subscale. 
Whether or not the student was enrolled in the College of Nursing provided explanation 
of 2.0% of the variance in mean scores on the Planning subscale. Table 4.43 presents the results 
of the fourth multiple regression analysis. 
Both variables that entered the fourth regression model, whether or not the student was 
enrolled in the College of Education and whether or not the student was enrolled in the College 
of Nursing, tended to be associated with an increase in mean scores on the Planning subscale.  
See Table 4.43 for standardized beta coefficient values. 
Table 4.43 
Multiple Regression Analysis of Planning Subscale Mean Scores 
Source df SS F p 
Regression 2   5.18 7.46 .001 
Residual 305 105.96   




Table 4.43 (continued) 










College of Education .027 .027 8.45 .004 .18 
College of Nursing .020 .047 6.32 .01 .14 
 
Variables not in the Equation 
Variables t p 
White/Non-White 1.37 .17 
Standardized Assessment 1.24 .22 
CAGS-SIGIa 1.12 .26 
Age .99 .32 
Major Changesb .95 .34 
Career Information Search .76 .45 
Black/Non-Black .71 .48 
Resume Workshop .67 .50 
Orientation 1030 .59 .55 
College of Liberal Arts .56 .57 
No. of children .39 .69 
Single/Not Single .34 .73 
Full-time employment placement .28 .78 
College of Science & Technology .22 .82 
College of Business .11 .91 
On-campus Interviews -.23 .81 
Married/Not Married -.44 .66 
Individual Career Counseling -.48 .63 
Cumulative Grade Point Average -.54 .59 
Part-time employment placement -.85 .39 
Mock Interviews -1.24 .22 
Job Fair -1.32 .19 
Gender -1.52 .13 
University College -1.91 .06 
aComputer Assisted Guidance Software-SIGI Plus 
bNumber of times senior has changed academic major 
 
For descriptive purposes, the two-way correlations between factors used as independent 
variables in the regression and Problem Solving subscale mean scores are presented in Table 
4.44.  At least three of these variables were found to have significant bivariate correlations with 




Relationship Between Selected Demographic Characteristics and the Problem Solving Subscale 
Mean Scores 
Characteristic r p 
Gender -.15   .004 
College of Education .12 .02 
Job Fair -.10 .03 
Number of Children -.09 .06 
On-Campus Interviews -.08 .09 
Age  .07 .10 
Part time employment placement .07 .13 
Mock Interviews -.06 .13 
University College -.06 .15 
White/Non-White .06 .16 
College of Science & Technology -.05 .17 
Cumulative College GPA .05 .18 
College of Liberal Arts -.05 .20 
Resume Workshop .04 .27 
Black/Non-Black .04 .27 
Career Information Search .03 .28 
College of Business .03 .29 
Full time employment placement .03 .30 
Married/Not Married .03 .32 
Single/Not Single -.03 .32 
CAGS-SIGIb .02 .37 
Standardized Assessment -.02 .39 
College of Nursing .02 .40 
Major Changesa .01 .40 
Orientation 1030 -.01 .41 
Individual Career Counseling -.00 .48 
aNumber of times senior has changed academic major 
bComputer Assisted Guidance Software-SIGI Plus 
 
The fifth regression analysis, which involved the regressing the independent variables 
against the dependent variable of Problem Solving, resulted in a significant model, F(2,309) = 
5.06, p = .004.  The regression model summary shows that the independent variables gender and 
whether or not the student was enrolled in the College of Education entered into the model.  
Table 4.45 presents the results of the multiple regression analysis.  The variable that entered the 
regression model first was gender.  This variable explained 2.2% of the variance in mean scores 
on the Problem Solving subscale. 
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The remaining variable that entered the model, whether or not the student was enrolled in 
the College of Education, explained an additional 1.3% of the variance in the mean subscale 
scores of Problem Solving. In total, the two variables explained 3.5% of the variance in mean 
subscale scores on the Problem Solving subscale. (See Table 4.45). 
The first variable that entered the fifth regression model, gender, specifically being male, 
tended to be associated with decreases in Problem Solving subscale mean scores. 
The remaining variable, whether or not the student was enrolled in the College of Education, 
tended to be associated with an increase in mean scores on the Problem Solving subscale.   See 
Table 4.45 for standardized beta coefficient values. 
Table 4.45 
 
Multiple Regression Analysis of Problem Solving Subscale Mean Scores 
 Source df SS F p 
Regression 2   3.65 5.60 .004 
Residual 307 100.19   
Total 309 103.74   
 










Gender .022 .022 7.04 .008 -.15 




Table 4.45 (continued) 
Variables not in the Equation 
Variables t p 
College of Business 1.31 .19 
Age 1.20 .23 
Part-time employment placement .94 .35 
Black/Non-Black .73 .47 
Full-time employment placement .70 .48 
White/Non-White .66 .51 
University College .59 .55 
Resume Workshop .52 .60 
No. of children .26 .79 
College of Nursing .24 .81 
Career Information Search .22 .83 
Major changesa .20 .84 
CAGS-SIGIb .20 .84 
Single/Not Single .08 .93 
Married/Not Married -.03 .98 
Orientation 1030 -.06 .95 
Standardized Assessment -.21 .83 
College of Science & Technology -.41 .68 
Individual Career Counseling -.57 .57 
College of Liberal Arts -.74 .46 
Job Fair -1.32 .19 
On-campus Interviews -1.38 .17 
Cumulative Grade Point Average -1.78 .08 
Mock Interviews -1.78 .08 
aNumber of times senior has changed academic major 
bComputer Assisted Guidance Software-SIGI Plus 
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CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary 
 The purposes of this study were: (1) to describe college seniors at Northwestern State 
University; (2) to determine the career decision-making self-efficacy as measured by the Career 
Decision Self-Efficacy Short Form (CDSE-SF); (3) to determine if a relationship existed 
between the career decision making self-efficacy as measured by the subscales of the CDSE-SF 
and selected demographic characteristics, and; (4) to determine if a model exists which explains 
a significant portion of variance in the career decision-making self-efficacy (CDMSE) as 
measured by the subscales of the CDSE-SF and selected demographic characteristics among 
college seniors.  The study included those college seniors making application for graduation 
during the Fall 2002 semester at Northwestern State University located in Natchitoches, 
Louisiana. 
 Seniors making application for graduation during the fall 2002 semester were requested 
to complete the CDSE-SF.  A total of 398 of 480 college seniors who made application for 
graduation during the fall 2002 semester completed and returned the CDSE-SF of which 382 
were included in this study.  Sixteen surveys were excluded because the participants selected all 
5s or all 1s on each item of the 25-item CDSE-SF.  These responses were considered as outliers 
(High, 2000).  In the presence of outliers, any statistical test based on sample means and 
variances can be distorted. 
The data were analyzed using descriptive statistics appropriate for describing the subjects 
with regard to each of the independent variables specified in the objectives.  To determine the 
differences between genders, an independent samples t-test was utilized.  The Pearson Product 
Moment correlation coefficient was used to determine if a relationship existed between the mean 
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scores on the subscales on the CDSE-SF and the following independent variables: age, number 
of children, cumulative college grade point average, number of times senior has changed 
academic major, and participation in career related activities.  The one-way analysis of variance 
(ANOVA) procedure and Tukey’s honestly significant difference (HSD) test were used to 
compare mean differences and to determine if a relationship existed between the remaining 
independent variables and the dependent variables.  In order to determine if a model existed that 
explained a significant portion of variance in the subscale mean scores, multiple regression 
analysis was used to investigate the effects of two or more of the independent variables on the 
dependent variables. 
 Findings 
 Of the 382 responding college seniors, 61.1% were female and a large portion (80.6%) of 
the respondents was between the ages of 20 and 24.  Three-fourths of the respondents were 
single, and indicated white as their ethnicity.  Only 4.0% indicated having three or more 
children, while 79.8% indicated having no children.  The most common cumulative grade point 
average fell in the range between 3.00 and 3.49.  The College of Business had the highest 
frequency of respondents (97 or 25.5%) and was closely followed by the Colleges of Science & 
Technology (88 or 23.2%) and Liberal Arts (86 or 22.6%).  Over half  the respondents indicated 
that they had changed their academic major between one and three times over their college 
careers.  Approximately one-third of the respondents indicated that they had participated in no 
career-related activities at the University. The highest frequency (154 or 40.3%) of participation 
in a career-related activity was found in the part time employment placement category. 
 When the respondents’ mean subscale scores were computed, the analysis showed that 
the highest mean score was obtained on the Self-Appraisal subscale (M = 4.16, SD = 0.62) and 
the lowest mean score was on the Problem Solving subscale (M = 4.06, SD = 0.60).  These 
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scores indicate that the respondents in this study have “much confidence” in their abilities to 
make career-related decisions.  All scores are presented in Appendix H. 
 Analysis of the scales and overall scores on the CDSE-SF was conducted using the 
Cronbach Coefficient Alpha procedures.  Results produced high values for reliability that were 
equal to or greater than values in the original analysis (Betz, Klein & Taylor, 1996) utilizing the 
CDSE-SF. 
 In determining if there were any significant differences between the dependent variables 
(subscale mean scores) and the independent variables (demographic characteristics) some 
significant findings were apparent.  The independent samples t-test indicated  significant 
differences between the genders on all five of the subscales on the CDSE-SF.  Females scored 
significantly higher than males on the Self-Appraisal, Occupational Information, Goal Selection, 
Planning and Problem Solving subscales. 
 The statistical technique to determine relationships between the mean subscale scores and 
the continuous independent variables (age, number of children, cumulative college grade point 
average and number of times senior has changed academic major) was the Pearson Product 
Moment correlation coefficient.  The results showed a significant relationship between the 
number of times college seniors changed academic majors and the Goal Selection subscale mean 
score. Those subjects with a higher frequency of academic major changes have less confidence 
in goal selection abilities.  No significant relationships were found in other analyses. 
 The one-way ANOVA procedure was used to determine if significant relationships 
existed between the subscale mean scores and categorical variables with three or more groups.  
The categorical variables included in this study were marital status, ethnicity, and college major 
choice.   Analyses performed on marital status and ethnic groups revealed no significant 
differences.  The ANOVA analyzing the differences between the subscale mean scores and 
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college major choice revealed significant differences on the Occupational Information, Goal 
Selection, and Planning subscales.  Those respondents that had declared their major in Education 
scored significantly higher on the Occupational Information subscale than those students who 
had declared majors in the University College.  College seniors categorized in Education also 
scored higher than those seniors in the groups Business, Science & Technology, Liberal Arts, 
and the University College on the Goal Selection subscale.  Additionally, those students who  
declared their major in Education scored significantly higher than those students in the 
University College on the Planning subscale. 
 The Multiple Regression Analysis procedure was employed to determine if a model 
existed which explained a significant portion of the variance in the mean subscale scores of the 
CDSE-SF from the selected demographic variables collected and measured in this study.  Five 
separate regressions were calculated to correspond with the five distinct subscales on the CDSE-
SF.  Ethnicity, marital status and college major choice were transformed into new variables that 
were dichotomous in nature to perform these analyses.   
The regression models developed through these analyses are considered significant but 
explain a minimal amount of the variance.  The first regression model analyzed the Self-
Appraisal subscale and all of the demographic variables.  A total of 3.8% of the variance in mean 
subscale scores was explained by the variables whether or not the student was enrolled in the 
College of Education, gender, and number of children. The second regression model involved 
regressing all of the independent variables against the Occupational Information subscale mean 
scores.  Whether or not the student was enrolled in the College of Education, whether or not the 
student was enrolled in the University College, and gender only explained 4.8% of the variance 
in the Occupational Information mean subscale scores.  The third regression model analyzed the 
Goal Selection subscale and the demographic variables.  Whether of not the student was enrolled 
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in the College of Education, participation status in the career activity Job Fair, participation 
status in the career activity Mock Interview, and number of times senior changed academic 
major explained 5.1% of the variance in the mean subscale scores on the Goal Selection 
subscale.  The fourth regression model analyzed the subscale Planning and all demographic 
variables.  A total of 4.7% of the variance was explained by the variables whether or not the 
student was enrolled in the College of Education and whether or not the student was enrolled in 
the College of Nursing.  The final regression analysis involved regressing the demographic 
variables against the Problem Solving mean subscale scores.  Gender and whether or not the 
student was enrolled in the College of Education explained only 3.5% of the variance in the 
Problem Solving mean subscale scores.  Several conclusions were drawn based on the findings 
of the study and the related literature. 
Conclusions and Recommendations 
 Based on the college seniors subscale mean scores on the CDSE-SF, the students in this 
study possess a favorable level of CDMSE.  This finding indicates that the college seniors in this 
study have level of confidence in their abilities to make career decisions where they feel pretty 
good about making these types of decisions. 
 There were no significant relationships in CDMSE with regard to age, marital status, 
ethnicity, number of children, cumulative college grade point average, and participation in career 
related activities.  There were significant findings in CDMSE in regard to gender, number of 
academic major changes and college major choice.   
 Other studies (Luzzo, 1993; Peterson 1993) had indicated a positive relationship between 
CDMSE and age.  The findings of this study did not support these previous findings.  From this, 
the research concludes that it is possible that this group is more homogenous in age than those in 
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previous studies.  Therefore, the effects of age on CDMSE observed in the previous studies were 
not seen the same in this study.   
 Females scored significantly higher than males on all five of the subscales measured on 
the CDSE-SF indicating a greater level of career decision-making self-efficacy for females than 
males. Hackett and Betz (1981) studied the differences between the genders and suggested that 
females will have different career behaviors than men because a woman typically lacks the 
strong expectations of personal efficacy for many career-related barriers. This study does not 
support that statement.  The females in this study indicated significantly higher career decision-
making self-efficacy than the males in this study.  Previous studies (Bergeron & Romano, 1984; 
Wilson, 2000) that performed a comparison of the effect of gender on CDMSE did not find 
significant differences.  The findings of this study indicate the opposite.  There were significant 
differences between females and males.  Based on these findings it is recommended that males 
need to be directed toward activities that expose them to positive modeling, appropriate verbal 
persuasion and feedback and interactive learning experiences that will enhance their CDMSE. 
This can be achieved by encouraging participation of males in activities that will be targeted to 
increase CDMSE.  
Students who indicated a greater number of academic major changes indicated less 
career-related self-efficacy in the area of goal selection. The literature suggests college students 
often are overwhelmed by the number of academic majors and are unsure of how their own 
strengths and weakness affect their changes of success in a particular major (Hayes, 1997). 
Results of this study confirm that even when a college major has been decided, many students 
are for some reason impeded in their goal and need assistance in formulating goals and selecting 
majors that are realistic, gratifying and achievable (Gordon, 1995; Hayes, 1997). This indicates a 
need for administrators to enhance advising and guidance programs for those students who have 
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a large frequency of major changes to address the lack of confidence in goal selection abilities of 
these students. 
Students who had declared majors in the College of Education scored significantly higher 
than those students who had declared majors in the College of Business, College of Liberal Arts, 
College of Science & Technology and the University College in various combinations on the 
Occupational Information, Goal Selection, and Planning subscales.  
Currently, the College of Education at Northwestern State University provides a 
structured guidance process for completing the degree program.  Students are closely advised 
and monitored throughout their academic careers in the College of Education by various faculty 
and staff members.  In an interview with the Director of Field Experience for the College of 
Education, C.R. Seymour (personal communication, March 14, 2003), indicated that this 
characterization of students in the College of Education is a result of the following three 
attributes of the program 1) sequence and design of courses, 2) content and organization of the 
information provided in the University’s catalog, and 3) the structure and intensity of the 
academic advising process.  Based on this information, the researcher concludes that students in 
the College of Education are engaging in activities that maybe contributing to their self-efficacy 
levels in a positive manner.  Other areas of academia should possibly consider reviewing the 
model of advising, monitoring and progression of the student in the College of Education.  From 
this evaluation process, other areas could enhance current programs to aid in increasing the 
CDMSE of their respective students. 
 Multiple regression analysis revealed significant regression equations for all the 
subscales.  The amount of variance explained by regressing the demographic characteristics on 
the subscales are as follows: Self-Appraisal – 3.8%; Occupational Information – 4.8%; Goal 
Selection – 7.5%; Planning – 4.7%; Problem Solving – 3.5%.  One thing worth noting is that the 
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variable “whether or not the student is enrolled in the College of Education” was apparent as a 
positively contributing variable in all five regression models.  Once again, it is concluded that the 
current structure of progression through the College of Education maybe providing the student 
with the appropriate modeling, exposure, persuasion and learning experiences that enhances self-
efficacy levels in relation to career decision-making abilities.  
 As with any study, there are limitations.  Inferences from this study are limited to the 
specific population at Northwestern State University.  Studying college seniors CDMSE at other 
institutions in other areas of the country would be necessary to corroborate the findings of this 
study to all college seniors in the country.  Data collection was limited to one process of applying 
for graduation by college seniors during one semester.   
 A summary of the conclusions of this study indicates that college seniors at Northwestern 
State University in Louisiana have a favorable level of CDMSE.  However, the demographic 
characteristics collected and analyzed in this study did not provide explanation for a large portion 
of the variance in subscale mean scores on the CDSE-SF. 
 Based on the findings yielded by this research and their relationship to the review of 
related literature the following recommendations for future research are presented: 
The first recommendation addresses implications for further study of certain aspects of 
demographic characteristics investigated in this study.  As noted in this study, further research is 
warranted on the relationship between gender, college major choice, number of academic major 
changes and career decision-making self-efficacy.  Earlier literature (Bergeron & Romano, 1994; 
Hackett & Betz, 1981, Wilson, 2000) revealed these were not influential factors in CDMSE, 
while the results of this study indicated otherwise.  Therefore, additional study is warranted.  It is 
recommended that the inclusion of other demographic characteristics such as parental 
occupation, parental education level and a measure of how many generations in the family 
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structure have attended a college or university, would be beneficial to understanding what may 
or may not influence CDMSE of college students. 
The need to conduct research across all classifications of students and all types of 
institutions is the second recommendation.  The nature of this study was limited to college 
seniors at Northwestern State University.  Other students of interest might include samples of 
freshman, sophomores and juniors from different types of colleges and universities, like two-year 
or private institutions. Such procedures will allow for findings that can be generalized to all 
college students. 
The third recommendation focuses on the relationships between pertinent demographic 
characteristics and the findings of this study.  Further understanding of the influence of pertinent 
demographic characteristics, can be accomplished with additional research.  Since the literature 
(Cox, 1996; Davis, 1998; Mathieu, Sowa & Niles, 1993; Peterson, 1993; Wilson, 2000) reveals a 
variety of findings in regards to many of the characteristics included in this study, further 
investigation into these unique relationships will result in valuable contributions to the literature 
surrounding CDMSE of college students.   
The findings of this study provided models to explain the variance in career decision- 
making self-efficacy as measured by the career choice competencies (self-appraisal, occupational 
information, goal selection, planning and problem solving) on the CDSE-SF based on the 
demographic characteristics included in this study.  It is predicted that college seniors majoring 
in Education will have higher confidence levels in career decision-making than students in other 
academic areas.  Therefore, an implication for practice is to provide opportunities of a similar 
nature for college seniors in other academic major choices. 
Further study, based on the recommendations presented here, would continue to expand 
the existing body of knowledge to complement current efforts by university administrators in 
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assisting today’s college student with the need to be able to make sound and valid choices for a 
career path.  In this study, with the analyzing of CDMSE levels of confidence by the selected 
demographic characteristics, we have learned that gender, college major choice, and number of 
academic major changes are influential factors.  These factors, specifically gender, have not been 
previously seen in the exact same manner in the literature.  Therefore, the results of this study 
expands the existing body of knowledge by showing these variables as significantly contributing 
to an individual’s confidence level in making career related decisions.   Future research should 
continue to focus on understanding the influence of demographics on career decision-making 
abilities. 
This study has also attempted to identify individual characteristics that may influence the 
development and maintenance of career decision-making self-efficacy in those college students 
who are actually on the brink of making a real career decision.  The data in this study indicated 
that college major provides a major source of influence on college students’ level of CDMSE.  
However, further clarification of the components that contribute to CDMSE is warranted by the 
results of this study.   It is hoped that this study provides the means for further investigation of 
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Request to CDSE-SF© author 
Clarification on material to be placed in Appendix 
 
 
From: Nancy Betz  
To: 'Mary E Stacy'  
Sent: Monday, March 10, 2003 6:06 PM 
Subject: RE: CDSE-SF 
 
I would prefer alternative 1 -- since the scale is copyright and not to be used without my permission putting it in a 
dissertation invites using it without my permission -- 






 -----Original Message----- 
From: Mary E Stacy [mailto:scooter@cp-tel.net] 
Sent: Monday, March 10, 2003 6:51 PM 
To: Nancy Betz 
Cc: maryedith@nsula.edu; Gerri Holmes Johnson 
Subject: CDSE-SF 
Dr. Betz -- 
  
Greetings from Louisiana!!! 
  
With the final assembly of my dissertation, my committee and I are requesting clarification on the information that 
can be used in the final format in regards to the CDSE-SF.  I currently plan to reference the CDSE-SF in the 
appendix.  What is the preferred reference to the CDSE-SF for this purpose? 
  
1)  A brief description of the instrument, examples of the confidence statements and information referring the reader 
where to obtain a copy of the instrument; OR 
  
2) Is it permissible to place a copy of the format of the actual instrument used in the study? 
  









Sample and Contact Information for the 
Career Decision Self-Efficacy Scale – Short Form© 
 
The Career Decision Self-Efficacy Scale is a 25-item scale that was developed to measure Career 
Decision-Making Self-Efficacy.  It is based on Crite’s (1987) career choices competencies – self-
appraisal, occupational information, goal selection, planning and problem solving.  Respondents 
choose the appropriate confidence level to match the statements given on the scale.  The 
confidence levels are valued in the following manner: 
 
1 – No Confidence at all 
2 – Very Little Confidence 
3 – Moderate Confidence 
4 – Much Confidence 
5 – Complete Confidence 
 
Examples of statements are: 
 
• Make a plan of your goals for the next five years. 
 
• Determine what your ideal job would be 
 
• Make a career decision and then not worry about whether it was right or wrong. 
 
• Define the type of lifestyle you would like to live. 
 
Interested parties may obtain more information about the instrument from the following: 
 
Dr. Nancy Betz, Professor 
Ohio State University 
Department of Psychology 
238 Townshend Hall 
1885 Neil Avenue Mall 
Columbus, OH  43210-1222 




Career Decision-Making Self-Efficacy Measurement 
By completing this instrument, the participant is giving consent for the responses to be analyzed to measure the individual’s level 
of Career Decision-Making Self Efficacy.  Career Decision-Making Self-Efficacy identifies the extent to which students have 
confidence about their ability to engage in educational and occupation information-gathering, goal planning, and decision-making 
(Peterson, 1993).  The individual completing this instrument was selected because the individual is participating in a process that 
indicates being a senior in college.  The individual’s participation or nonparticipation in this survey will in no way effect services 
received from Northwestern State University.  To ensure anonymity of the participant, you are not required nor is it requested 
that you place your name directly on this survey. 
The results of this study will be distributed to participants if requested.  If a participant would like a copy of the results, a request 
can be submitted after the completion of this instrument or at anytime to maryedith@nsula.edu. 
 
Demographics 
Please indicate by checking next to or completing with the most appropriate answer. 
 
Gender:  ____Female ____Male  Age: _________  Marital Status: 
          ___Single 
Ethnicity:         ___Married  
____ Asian or Pacific Islander       ___Divorced  
____ American Indian/Alaskan Native      ___Widowed  
____ Black/African American (Non – Hispanic)     ___Separated 
____ Hispanic         ___Other 
____ White (Non-Hispanic)       
____Other______________________       
           
Number of Children you have (Independent or Dependent): ____ 
 
Cumulative College Grade Point Average:______ 
 
My College Major is:_______________________________________________________________ 
           (Please Print) 
How many times have you changed your major during your entire college career?____________ 
 
Have you participated in or utilized any of the following career related activities/services/programs 
at Northwestern State University? (check all that apply) 
___Orientation 1030 – Educational and Vocational Guidance 
___ Job Fair (Teacher, Summer, Criminal Justice, etc.)  
___Career Information Search in Career Library located in the Office of Counseling and Career Services  
___Individual Career Counseling Sessions 
___SIGI-Plus (Computer-assisted guidance system) 
___Part-time employment placement (On-campus – Student Employment or Off-campus – Job Location & 
Development) 
___Full-time employment placement 
___Resume Workshop 
___Mock Interviews 
___On-campus Interviews with employers 
___Standardized Assessment (Career Beliefs Inventory, Career Development Inventory, Career Thoughts Inventory, 
Myers-Briggs, Self-Directed Search or Strong Interest Inventory) 
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NOTE:  It is very important that the student completes each demographic item. 
 
1. Do I have to complete all of these? 
 
Yes, it is important to the research study that all demographic items be completed. 
 
2. Will anyone be able to tell that I completed the survey by my demographic information? 
 
No, the design of the research study has taken extra effort so that no one can be identified 
by the completion of the instrument. 
 
3. What are these career activities/services/programs? 
3.1. Orientation 1030 – Educational and Vocational Guidance 
The University has a credit course that focuses on the assessment of a students 
individual abilities and interests.  This course helps the student determine opportunities 
and requirements of major occupations. 
 
3.2. Job Fair (Teacher, Summer, Criminal Justice, etc.) 
The Office of Counseling and Career Services along with various academic departments 
hold job fairs each year.  Students are encouraged to attend and meet with prospective 
employers about career opportunities. 
 
3.3. Career Information Search in Career Library located in the Office of Counseling and 
Career Services 
The Office of Counseling and Career Services maintains a career library full of 
information about occupations.  Included in this library are various manuals that describe 
careers in fields and information about graduate school programs. 
 
3.4. Individual Career Counseling Sessions 
The Office of Counseling and Career Services has a staff that includes a Career Services 
Specialist and two Licensed Practical Counselors.  The staff is available to help students 
with any career decisions. 
 
3.5. SIGI-Plus (Computer-assisted guidance system) 
The computer lab in the Office of Counseling and Career Services has access to a 
computer-assisted guidance system named “SIGI-Plus.”  This system allows the user to 
develop their understanding of the elements involved in choice, and to improve their 
ability to make informed and rational career decisions, 
 
3.6. Part-time employment placement (on-campus thru Student Employment or Off campus 
thru Job Location & Development) 
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On-campus employment includes all students who are assigned through the Office of 
Student Employment (Federal College Work Study, NSU Employment or departmental 
paid student employees).  Job Location & Development assists students with part-time 
employment with off-campus employers in the community. 
 
3.7. Full-time employment placement 
The Office of Counseling and Career Services facilitates the full-time employment 
process for students. 
 
3.8. Resume Workshop 
The Office of Counseling and Career Services offers Resume Workshops periodically 
throughout each semester.   Resume Workshops may also occur during regular academic 
classes if requested by the professor. 
 
3.9. Mock Interviews 
The Office of Counseling and Career Services offers Mock Interview Workshops 
periodically throughout each semester. 
 
3.10. On-campus Interviews with employers 
The Office of counseling and Career Services facilitates on-campus interview between 
NSU students and major employers.  Examples of employers who may come to campus 
to interview students for possible position openings are:  Tyson Foods, various parish 
school boards, Disney, etc. 
 
3.11. Standardized Assessment 
The Office of Counseling and Career Services offers the following standardized 
assessments to help students with identifying career-related issues:  Career Beliefs 
Inventory, Career Development Inventory, Career Thoughts Inventory, Myers-Briggs, 
Self-Directed Search or the Strong Interest Inventory.  Students may have completed one 
or more of these instruments during their Orientation 1010 class.  
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General Questions about the CDSE-SF: 
 
1. Why am I filling out this survey? 
 
This survey is part of a research study that has been approved by the University.  The 
study is designed to measure the career decision-making self-efficacy of college seniors. 
 
2. What will this information tell about me? 
 
Your confidence level in making career-related decisions. 
 
3. How will I benefit from completing this survey? 
 
By completing this survey, you may identify some strengths and/or weaknesses related to 
your ability in making career-related decisions.  If you feel that you have a particular 
weakness and would like to get help with it, you may visit the NSU Counseling and 
Career Services office and ask for assistance. 
 
4. Why is the University allowing this survey to be done? 
 
The University is allowing this survey to be performed to gather data on our student 
body.  It will provide beneficial information about the student body for the Office of 
Counseling and Career Services and your academic college.  The study was approved by 
the University through the appropriate procedure. 
 
5. How will the University benefit from this survey? 
 
The University will utilize the data from this survey in planning career-related activities 
through academic departments and the Office of Counseling and Career Services. 
 
6. What is Career Decision-Making Self-Efficacy?  
 
Career Decision-Making Self-Efficacy identifies the extent to which students have 
confidence about their ability to engage in educational and occupational information-
gathering, goal planning, and decision-making (Peterson, 1993). 
 
You can reach me directly at 4355 or via e-mail maryedith@nsula.edu if there are any other 
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Scoring Instructions (CDSE)-SF 
 
The 25 items are rationally distributed among five subscales. Each subscale score is the 
sum of the responses given to the five items on that subscale. Thus, total subscale scores can 
range from 5 to 25 and mean subscale scores are computed by dividing the total subscale score 
by five (the number of items on each subscale). A total score is the sum of the five subscale 
scores or, alternatively stated, the sum across all 25 items. The maximum is 125.  
 
Scale 1 Self-Appraisal -- Items 5, 9, 14, 18, 22 
Scale 2 Occupational Information -- Items 1, 10, 15, 19, 23 
Scale 3 Goal Selection -- Items 2, 6, 11, 16, 20 
Scale 4 Planning -- Items 3, 7, 12, 21, 24 
Scale 5 Problem Solving -- Items 4, 8, 13, 17, 25 
 











College Major Frequency Percent




Social Work 24 6.3
Scholars' College 22 5.8
Computer Information Systems 21 5.5
Accounting 18 4.7
Psychology 18 4.7
Criminal Justice 16 4.2
Family & Consumer Science 16 4.2
Hospitality Management & Tourism 13 3.4
General Studies 11 2.9
Industrial Technology 11 2.9
Journalism 7 1.8








Political Science 2 .5
Theatre    2    .5
Sub-Total 380 99.5
Missing    2    .5
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Case Summaries 





Information Goal Selection Planning 
Problem 
Solving 
1 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 
2 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 
3 4.40 4.00 4.00 3.40 4.00 
4 4.80 4.20 4.60 4.80 4.60 
5 3.80 3.60 3.60 4.00 3.80 
6 5.00 4.20 5.00 4.80 5.00 
7 4.80 4.60 4.60 4.00 4.60 
8 3.60 2.80 3.80 3.40 3.20 
9 4.00 4.40 4.20 4.40 3.40 
10 4.40 4.80 5.00 4.00 4.20 
11 4.60 5.00 4.60 4.60 4.20 
12 4.00 3.80 4.00 4.20 4.00 
13 5.00 4.80 4.80 5.00 5.00 
14 4.60 4.80 4.40 4.60 4.40 
15 4.80 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 
16 4.00 4.60 4.80 4.60 4.20 
17 3.80 4.20 4.20 4.40 4.20 
18 5.00 4.60 5.00 5.00 5.00 
19 4.20 4.40 4.40 4.60 4.40 
20 4.80 4.20 4.60 4.80 3.80 
21 4.00 4.20 4.40 4.40 4.00 
22 4.20 4.20 4.00 4.40 4.20 
23 4.80 4.60 4.40 5.00 4.60 
24 4.00 3.60 4.20 3.80 4.00 
25 5.00 4.60 5.00 4.80 5.00 
26 4.00 5.00 3.60 4.60 3.60 
27 3.80 3.60 3.40 4.00 3.00 
28 4.20 3.80 3.80 4.00 4.20 
29 4.00 4.60 3.40 4.00 4.20 
30 4.20 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 
31 4.40 4.60 3.60 4.00 4.60 
32 3.80 3.20 3.60 3.80 3.40 
33 3.60 4.00 4.20 4.00 3.60 
34 4.60 4.40 4.80 3.80 4.20 
35 5.00 4.80 4.80 5.00 4.60 
36 3.60 3.60 2.40 3.40 3.20 
37 4.80 4.00 4.40 4.40 4.40 
38 4.40 4.40 4.20 4.40 4.00 
39 3.80 4.20 3.80 3.60 4.00 
40 4.00 3.20 3.20 3.20 3.60 





Information Goal Selection Planning 
Problem 
Solving 
42 5.00 4.60 4.80 5.00 4.80 
43 4.40 4.20 4.00 4.60 4.00 
44 4.60 5.00 4.80 4.20 4.60 
45 3.40 3.80 3.40 3.80 3.40 
46 4.60 2.80 4.80 3.80 4.40 
47 3.60 3.80 4.20 4.00 4.00 
48 4.20 4.00 3.60 3.40 4.00 
49 5.00 4.40 4.60 4.60 4.20 
50 4.60 4.00 4.40 4.60 4.80 
51 4.40 3.80 4.20 4.00 4.00 
52 4.00 4.00 4.40 3.40 3.80 
53 4.20 4.60 4.60 4.20 4.40 
54 3.80 4.20 3.60 3.80 3.20 
55 3.80 3.80 4.00 4.00 4.00 
56 3.60 3.00 3.20 3.00 3.60 
57 5.00 4.20 4.40 3.60 4.60 
58 4.40 4.40 4.20 4.00 3.80 
59 4.80 4.80 5.00 5.00 4.80 
60 4.40 4.60 5.00 4.60 3.80 
61 4.00 3.40 3.80 4.20 3.80 
62 3.60 3.60 2.80 4.40 4.20 
63 3.60 3.20 3.60 3.00 3.00 
64 4.60 4.40 4.00 4.60 4.20 
65 5.00 4.60 4.80 5.00 5.00 
66 2.80 3.00 3.00 3.20 3.20 
67 3.60 3.60 3.80 3.40 3.00 
68 3.80 3.80 3.80 3.80 4.00 
69 2.80 2.40 3.40 2.80 3.40 
70 4.00 3.60 4.40 4.20 4.40 
71 5.00 5.00 4.60 5.00 5.00 
72 3.80 3.80 3.40 3.60 3.40 
73 4.60 4.80 4.60 4.80 5.00 
74 4.00 4.20 4.20 2.80 4.40 
75 3.40 3.80 3.40 3.80 3.40 
76 5.00 4.60 5.00 5.00 5.00 
77 3.60 2.80 3.00 3.80 3.40 
78 3.80 3.20 3.80 3.20 3.40 
79 4.00 4.20 4.00 4.60 4.40 
80 3.20 3.20 3.00 3.20 3.00 
81 3.60 3.20 4.00 3.00 3.20 
82 4.80 4.80 4.40 4.60 4.60 
83 3.60 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.40 
84 4.60 5.00 4.60 4.20 4.60 





Information Goal Selection Planning 
Problem 
Solving 
86 2.80 3.00 2.80 2.80 3.60 
87 3.80 3.60 3.40 3.80 3.80 
88 4.20 3.60 3.60 4.00 3.80 
89 4.20 3.40 3.60 4.40 3.80 
90 4.00 3.60 4.00 4.20 4.20 
91 3.60 3.80 3.80 4.00 4.00 
92 4.00 4.40 4.20 4.40 4.00 
93 4.00 3.20 3.20 4.40 4.20 
94 4.80 4.80 4.00 4.60 4.20 
95 4.60 4.20 4.60 4.60 4.40 
96 5.00 4.20 4.40 5.00 4.60 
97 4.00 4.20 4.40 4.20 3.60 
98 4.60 4.40 4.40 5.00 4.60 
99 4.80 5.00 5.00 4.80 5.00 
100 4.80 4.80 4.80 4.80 5.00 
101 4.00 4.80 3.60 4.60 4.80 
102 4.00 4.40 4.40 4.40 4.40 
103 3.80 3.80 3.80 3.20 3.80 
104 3.40 3.60 3.40 3.40 3.60 
105 4.40 4.00 4.80 4.40 3.60 
106 4.00 4.40 3.80 4.60 3.80 
107 2.00 1.80 2.40 2.20 1.80 
108 3.40 3.00 3.20 2.60 3.20 
109 4.20 4.60 3.20 4.20 3.60 
110 3.40 3.40 3.60 3.20 3.80 
111 4.00 4.20 3.80 4.20 4.80 
112 4.60 4.40 4.40 4.60 4.00 
113 5.00 5.00 4.60 4.60 4.20 
114 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 4.60 
115 4.60 4.60 4.40 4.80 4.40 
116 3.80 3.40 4.00 4.00 3.60 
117 4.20 4.20 3.80 4.40 4.00 
118 5.00 4.40 4.20 5.00 4.80 
119 4.40 4.60 5.00 4.80 4.40 
120 4.40 4.80 4.40 4.60 4.40 
121 4.80 4.40 4.40 4.00 4.20 
122 5.00 5.00 4.60 5.00 4.80 
123 5.00 4.40 5.00 5.00 4.40 
124 4.00 3.80 3.80 3.60 3.60 
125 5.00 5.00 4.80 5.00 5.00 
126 4.00 4.20 4.00 4.40 4.00 
127 3.60 3.20 2.80 4.20 3.40 
128 4.60 4.40 4.60 4.80 4.00 





Information Goal Selection Planning 
Problem 
Solving 
130 3.60 4.20 4.20 3.80 3.60 
131 4.00 3.20 3.40 4.20 4.20 
132 5.00 5.00 4.80 4.80 4.80 
133 4.40 3.80 3.80 4.00 3.20 
134 4.40 3.60 4.60 4.20 4.00 
135 4.40 4.00 4.60 4.80 4.60 
136 4.40 4.00 3.20 3.00 4.00 
137 4.00 3.60 3.80 4.00 4.20 
138 4.20 4.40 4.20 4.40 4.40 
139 4.00 4.20 4.20 3.80 4.00 
140 3.40 3.20 3.40 3.80 3.60 
141 4.00 4.20 4.20 4.00 4.20 
142 4.60 4.80 4.80 4.20 4.80 
143 4.60 4.20 4.20 4.40 4.40 
144 5.00 4.60 4.80 4.20 4.40 
145 4.80 4.20 4.20 4.00 5.00 
146 4.00 4.40 3.60 4.20 2.80 
147 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.20 4.20 
148 4.40 4.40 4.20 3.80 4.00 
149 5.00 4.40 4.20 4.40 4.20 
150 4.80 4.20 4.40 4.00 4.20 
151 4.40 4.80 4.20 4.80 4.20 
152 4.40 4.60 3.60 4.20 4.40 
153 4.80 4.20 5.00 4.80 4.00 
154 3.80 4.00 3.60 3.60 4.00 
155 4.60 4.80 4.60 5.00 4.80 
156 3.20 3.20 3.40 3.20 3.00 
157 4.60 4.80 5.00 5.00 4.20 
158 4.80 4.80 5.00 5.00 4.60 
159 4.20 4.00 4.40 4.80 4.00 
160 3.80 3.40 3.40 3.60 3.40 
161 4.80 4.40 4.00 3.20 4.00 
162 4.80 4.40 4.00 3.20 4.00 
163 3.40 3.40 3.40 3.80 3.20 
164 5.00 4.60 4.60 4.20 5.00 
165 5.00 4.20 5.00 5.00 5.00 
166 3.20 3.00 3.20 3.00 3.00 
167 4.20 3.80 3.80 3.80 3.40 
168 4.60 4.80 4.80 4.40 4.80 
169 5.00 4.80 5.00 5.00 5.00 
170 4.40 4.40 4.00 4.20 4.20 
171 3.00 3.00 3.40 3.40 3.00 
172 3.80 3.20 4.40 3.60 4.20 





Information Goal Selection Planning 
Problem 
Solving 
174 4.20 3.80 3.40 4.40 4.40 
175 3.40 3.60 3.00 4.00 3.60 
176 4.20 4.20 3.80 4.40 4.00 
177 4.60 4.20 4.40 4.60 4.00 
178 4.60 4.40 4.20 4.60 4.00 
179 4.60 4.80 4.20 4.40 3.80 
180 4.60 4.40 4.80 4.80 4.00 
181 5.00 5.00 4.80 4.40 5.00 
182 4.00 4.00 3.80 3.80 4.00 
183 4.60 4.40 4.20 4.20 4.60 
184 4.80 4.00 4.80 4.60 4.40 
185 4.80 4.00 4.80 3.80 4.80 
186 4.60 4.60 4.40 5.00 4.00 
187 2.40 3.40 2.40 3.20 2.60 
188 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 
189 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 
190 3.40 3.80 3.60 3.40 3.60 
191 4.60 4.60 4.40 4.20 4.60 
192 4.40 4.60 4.40 4.80 4.40 
193 4.00 4.20 4.40 4.00 3.80 
194 3.20 4.00 3.40 3.40 3.60 
195 4.20 3.80 4.20 4.20 4.20 
196 5.00 4.60 4.40 4.60 4.60 
197 3.60 3.60 3.60 4.20 3.80 
198 3.60 3.80 3.80 3.80 3.80 
199 4.20 5.00 4.60 4.20 4.00 
200 4.00 4.60 4.20 4.00 3.80 
201 5.00 4.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 
202 3.40 3.20 3.00 3.60 3.00 
203 3.00 3.20 2.80 3.00 2.60 
204 4.60 4.20 4.20 4.60 5.00 
205 4.60 3.20 3.80 3.20 3.20 
206 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 
207 3.80 3.60 3.40 3.60 3.60 
208 3.40 3.20 3.00 3.60 3.60 
209 4.20 4.80 4.00 4.80 4.40 
210 5.00 4.20 5.00 5.00 5.00 
211 4.00 4.00 3.20 3.80 3.80 
212 4.80 4.40 4.60 4.60 4.40 
213 5.00 5.00 4.60 5.00 5.00 
214 4.40 3.80 5.00 4.00 3.80 
215 4.20 3.60 3.80 4.00 3.80 
216 3.80 4.20 3.80 4.60 3.80 





Information Goal Selection Planning 
Problem 
Solving 
218 4.20 4.20 4.40 4.40 4.60 
219 4.00 4.20 3.80 4.40 3.80 
220 4.00 4.20 4.20 4.20 3.80 
221 2.80 2.40 2.80 2.80 2.60 
222 4.80 4.60 4.60 4.60 4.80 
223 3.20 2.80 2.80 3.00 2.60 
224 5.00 5.00 4.60 5.00 4.00 
225 4.00 3.80 4.00 4.00 4.00 
226 3.80 2.80 3.20 3.20 3.40 
227 4.20 3.80 3.80 2.80 4.20 
228 3.80 4.00 3.40 4.00 3.80 
229 3.60 3.40 3.40 4.00 3.20 
230 4.80 4.40 4.60 4.60 4.60 
231 4.40 4.60 4.20 4.40 4.20 
232 4.00 4.80 4.80 3.40 3.80 
233 4.00 3.80 3.80 3.40 3.80 
234 5.00 4.80 5.00 4.80 5.00 
235 4.40 4.80 4.60 4.20 4.80 
236 3.20 3.40 3.40 3.60 3.40 
237 4.20 3.80 4.20 4.00 4.00 
238 4.00 3.80 4.40 3.80 3.40 
239 4.00 3.60 3.80 4.00 4.00 
240 3.20 4.00 3.20 3.20 3.80 
241 3.00 3.20 3.20 3.40 3.00 
242 5.00 4.40 4.80 5.00 5.00 
243 5.00 5.00 4.80 4.80 4.20 
244 4.60 5.00 5.00 4.20 4.00 
245 5.00 4.60 4.60 4.60 5.00 
246 5.00 5.00 5.00 4.60 4.80 
247 4.60 3.60 4.20 4.20 3.80 
248 4.60 4.20 4.40 4.60 4.40 
249 5.00 4.60 5.00 4.60 4.40 
250 3.80 3.80 3.80 4.00 4.00 
251 3.60 4.00 3.80 3.80 3.60 
252 4.20 4.60 4.20 4.40 4.00 
253 4.80 4.20 5.00 4.60 4.60 
254 4.60 5.00 4.80 5.00 5.00 
255 4.40 4.60 4.40 4.60 4.20 
256 4.20 4.60 4.40 4.40 4.20 
257 4.00 4.60 4.40 4.20 4.20 
258 1.80 2.60 1.40 1.60 1.40 
259 4.80 4.80 5.00 4.80 5.00 
260 4.40 3.80 3.80 4.00 3.20 





Information Goal Selection Planning 
Problem 
Solving 
262 5.00 4.60 4.20 4.80 5.00 
263 3.00 3.40 3.20 3.80 3.20 
264 1.00 1.20 1.00 1.00 1.00 
265 5.00 5.00 4.60 4.80 5.00 
266 3.80 3.60 3.80 3.60 3.60 
267 4.80 5.00 4.80 5.00 4.60 
268 4.80 4.80 5.00 4.20 4.40 
269 5.00 4.60 4.40 4.60 4.60 
270 4.40 4.40 4.40 4.00 4.40 
271 5.00 5.00 4.60 5.00 5.00 
272 3.80 4.00 4.60 4.20 4.00 
273 3.40 3.60 3.60 4.00 3.80 
274 4.80 4.80 5.00 5.00 4.80 
275 4.60 4.80 4.60 4.60 4.60 
276 3.20 3.40 3.40 3.60 3.40 
277 4.00 4.00 4.40 4.00 3.20 
278 4.40 4.00 4.20 4.40 4.40 
279 4.00 4.40 4.00 3.60 3.60 
280 3.80 3.40 4.00 3.80 3.80 
281 4.20 4.60 3.80 4.40 4.20 
282 3.80 4.60 4.00 4.80 4.60 
283 4.40 4.20 4.60 4.20 4.00 
284 4.20 4.60 4.40 4.20 4.40 
285 4.80 4.60 4.40 4.60 4.80 
286 3.80 4.40 4.80 4.00 4.00 
287 3.60 4.00 4.20 3.80 4.00 
288 5.00 4.40 4.80 4.40 4.20 
289 4.80 5.00 4.40 5.00 4.20 
290 4.00 3.80 3.60 3.80 3.60 
291 3.60 3.40 3.80 3.20 4.20 
292 4.20 4.40 4.20 4.20 4.40 
293 4.80 4.80 4.80 4.80 5.00 
294 5.00 4.40 5.00 4.60 4.80 
295 4.40 4.20 4.00 4.40 3.60 
296 3.80 3.60 3.40 4.20 3.60 
297 4.20 4.40 4.60 4.00 4.60 
298 4.40 3.20 4.80 4.40 4.20 
299 5.00 4.20 4.80 4.20 4.20 
300 4.60 3.80 3.60 3.00 4.00 
301 3.40 3.80 3.80 3.40 3.60 
302 4.00 4.00 3.60 3.60 4.00 
303 3.00 3.40 2.80 3.00 3.40 
304 4.00 4.00 3.60 4.00 3.60 





Information Goal Selection Planning 
Problem 
Solving 
306 3.20 3.60 3.60 3.40 3.20 
307 5.00 5.00 4.80 4.80 5.00 
308 3.80 4.40 3.60 4.40 4.20 
309 3.40 3.60 3.80 3.40 4.00 
310 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 
311 3.80 3.60 4.00 4.00 3.40 
312 3.00 3.20 3.40 3.00 3.60 
313 4.80 4.20 4.00 4.80 4.20 
314 4.80 4.20 4.80 4.20 4.80 
315 4.20 4.20 3.80 4.00 4.20 
316 4.60 3.80 5.00 4.80 5.00 
317 3.80 3.60 3.60 3.20 4.00 
318 3.40 3.40 3.20 3.40 3.60 
319 4.20 3.80 3.60 4.00 4.40 
320 3.80 3.60 3.40 3.60 3.80 
321 3.80 3.40 4.40 3.40 3.60 
322 3.80 3.60 3.80 3.40 3.40 
323 4.60 5.00 4.80 4.80 4.80 
324 4.80 4.60 4.40 4.40 4.00 
325 3.40 3.20 3.40 3.40 3.80 
326 4.20 4.60 4.20 4.80 5.00 
327 3.20 3.40 2.80 3.20 3.20 
328 5.00 5.00 4.60 5.00 5.00 
329 4.00 4.60 4.20 3.80 4.60 
330 3.60 3.60 3.60 3.80 3.20 
331 4.00 4.20 3.60 3.80 4.00 
332 4.60 4.00 4.80 4.60 5.00 
333 3.80 3.40 3.80 3.80 3.80 
334 4.80 5.00 4.80 4.60 4.60 
335 4.20 4.20 4.20 4.00 4.00 
336 3.40 3.80 4.00 4.00 4.20 
337 4.40 4.40 4.20 3.80 4.60 
338 4.40 4.60 4.00 4.60 4.40 
339 4.60 4.40 4.00 4.20 4.40 
340 3.80 3.40 4.20 4.00 4.20 
341 4.00 4.20 3.80 4.60 3.60 
342 4.00 3.20 4.20 3.60 3.80 
343 4.00 3.40 4.20 4.00 3.80 
344 3.80 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 
345 5.00 4.60 4.80 4.80 4.80 
346 3.20 2.80 3.20 3.40 3.00 
347 5.00 4.60 4.40 4.20 4.40 
348 4.00 4.20 4.60 4.20 4.20 





Information Goal Selection Planning 
Problem 
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350 5.00 4.60 4.40 4.80 4.40 
351 4.60 4.20 4.20 4.00 4.20 
352 3.40 4.60 3.60 4.00 4.40 
353 4.60 3.60 4.20 4.40 4.40 
354 3.60 3.60 3.20 3.80 3.40 
355 3.00 3.00 3.00 2.60 3.00 
356 4.20 3.60 3.80 4.20 4.00 
357 3.80 3.60 4.00 3.60 3.80 
358 4.20 3.80 3.60 4.00 3.80 
359 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.80 
360 4.80 5.00 4.20 4.80 4.40 
361 3.40 3.60 3.80 4.00 3.60 
362 4.20 4.60 4.00 4.40 4.60 
363 4.20 4.20 4.20 4.20 4.60 
364 3.80 4.60 3.80 4.20 4.00 
365 4.60 4.80 4.60 5.00 4.80 
366 4.60 4.00 3.40 4.40 4.40 
367 3.00 3.00 2.80 2.60 2.80 
368 3.60 3.60 3.40 4.20 3.80 
369 3.80 3.60 4.20 4.00 4.00 
370 4.20 3.80 4.20 4.40 3.60 
371 4.40 4.60 4.80 4.60 4.20 
372 3.80 4.00 4.20 3.80 4.20 
373 4.20 4.00 4.60 4.20 4.60 
374 2.80 2.40 3.00 2.60 4.40 
375 4.40 3.00 3.20 3.00 3.40 
376 4.20 4.00 4.00 4.60 3.80 
377 4.60 4.80 4.00 5.00 4.60 
378 3.60 3.00 3.00 2.40 3.00 
379 3.60 4.20 3.20 4.00 4.00 
380 2.60 3.00 3.60 3.00 3.00 
381 3.20 3.40 3.40 3.40 4.00 
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